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THE wy 
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PREFACE. 


Hew 1 was defir d, not long fince: 
to reprint the Diſcourſe lately 
publiſhed, concerning the Do- 

drine of Chriſt's SatisfaQtion, 7 thought 
it neceſſary to look into the Socinian Pam- 
phlets, ( which have ſwarmed ſo much a- 
mong us within a few years ) to ſee how far 


DOW 


an Anſwer had been given in them to any of 


the arguments contained in it ; but 1 found 
the Writers of them thought it not for their 
purpoſe to take any notice at all of it ; but 
rather endeavour d to turn the Controverſie 
quite another way, and to cover their true 
Senſe under more plauſible Expreſſions. Of 
which Thave given a full account in the Pre- 
face to the late Edition of it. But among 
thoſe Treatiſes ( which for the general good 
of the Nation are gather'd into Volumes 
j| aud diſpersd abroad, to make either Profe- 
lytes or Infidels) 7 found one, wherein 


| there is pretended to be an Anſwer to my 
| AY Sermon 


=> x" ET. =x 
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Sermon about the Myſteries of the Chriſti- 
an Faith, ( reprinted with the former Diſ- 
courſe ) and therein I meet with a paſſage, 
which hath given occaſion to this Vindicati- 
on. For there are theſe Words, Thar I 
had utterly miltaken, in thinking that 
they deny the Articles of the new Creed, 
or Ath.inaſian Religion, becauſe they are 
Myſteries, or becauſe, fay they, we do 
not comprehend them ; we deny them, 
becauſe we do comprehend them, we 
have a clear and diſtin Perception, that 
they are not Myſteries, but Contradidcti- 
ons, Impoſlibilities and pure Nonſenſe. 
Which words contain in them ſo ſpitefull, ſo 
unjut, and ſo unreaſonalle a Charge upon 
the Chriſtian Church in general, and our 
own in particalar, that I could not but think 
my ſelf concerned, eſpecially ſince they are 
addreſſed to me, to do what in me lay ( as 
ſoon as my uncertain State of Health would 
permit.) towards the clearing the fundamen- 
tal Myſtery of the Athanefian Religion, 
as they call it, viz, The Dndrine ot the 
Trinity, ( which chiefly ſtruck at by them) 
without running into any new Explications, 
or laying afide any old terms, for which I 
could not ſee any juſt occaſion. 

For however thoughtfull Men may think 
to eſcape ſome particular difjiculties better, 


by 
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by going out of the common Roads; yet 
they may meet with others which they did 
not foreſee, which may make them as well 
as others judge it, at laſt, a wiſer and ſafer 
courſe to keep in the ſame way, which the 
Chriſtian Church hath uſed, ever fince it 
hath agreed ro expreſs her Senſe in ſuch 
Terms, which were thought moſt proper for 


that purpoſe. For in ſuch caſes, the Ori- 


ginal -and Critical Signification of words is 
not ſo much to be attended, as the uſe they 
are applied to, and fince no other can be 
found more figrificant or proper for that end; 
it looks like yielding too great advantage to 
our Adverſaries, to give up the Boundaries 
of our Faith. For although there be a dif- 
ference between the neceſſary Article of 
Faith it ſelf, and the manner of expreſſing 
it, ſo that thoſe may truly believe the 
Sabſtance of it, who differ in the Explica- 
tion ; yet ſince the Senſe of the Article hath 
been generally received under thoſe terms, 
there ſeems to be no ſufficient reaſon to ſub- 
flitute new ones inſtead" of the old, which 
can hardly be done without reflefting 0 
the Honour of the Chriſtian Church, and 
giving occaſion for very unreaſonable Heats 
and Diſputes, among thoſe, who, if we 
may believe their own words, agree in the 
ſame fundamental Doftrine viz. a Trinity 
A3 in 


1 


IV 


| formed a fivefold Trinity. 1. The Cice- 
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in Unity, or three Perſons 7» the ſame 
undivided divine Eſſence. 

I am ſo little a Friend to any ſuch Heats 
and Differences among our ſelves, eſpecially 
when we are ſo violextly attacked by our 
common Adverſaries, that were there no 
other reaſon, I ſhould for the ſake of that 
alone forbear making uſe of new Explicati- 
ons; but there us another too obvious , 
which is, the mighty advantage they have 
taken from hence to repreſent our Dodtrine 
as uncertain, as well as unintelligible. For 
as ſoon as our Unitarians began to appear 
with that Briskneſs and Boldneſs they have 
done now for ſeveral years, ſome > our Di 
vines thought themſelves oblig'd to write 
in Defence of the Doftrine of the Trinity. 
Thence came ſeveral Anſwers to them, and 
in ſeveral Methods, as the Perſons thought 
moſt ſubſervient to the ſame end ; but what- 
ever their intentions were, our Adverſa- 
ries were too much pleaſed to conceal the 
Satisfattion which they took in it. For 
ſoon after, we had the ſeveral Explicati 
ons ſet forth and compared with each other, 
and all managed ſo, as to make the Cauſe 
to ſuffer by the diſagreement of the Adwvo- 
cates for it. And from hence they. have 


ronian ,Trinity ; becauſe Tully had uſed 
wr be ha & ys 4 al 
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the Word Perſone for different Reſpefts ; Cvfiderar. 
Suſtineo ego tres Perſonas ; and pour, RE 
ding to this Acceptation, Three Perſons «f the D«- 
in the Godhead are no more than three = <4 
Relations, Capacities or Reſpedts of God 4y or. W. 
to his Creatures, which ſay they, s down- <8: 10 
right Sabellianiſm, and is no manner of 
Myſtery, but the moſt intelligible and P.sg. 
obvious thing in the World. 2. The 


.Carteftan Trinity, which maketh three 


divine Perſons, and three infinite Minds, 
Spirits and Beings to be but one God. 
3: The Platonick Trinity, of three divine 
Co-eternal Perſons, whereof the ſecond 
and third are ſubordinate or inferiour to 


the firſt in Dignity, Power and all other 


Qualities, except only Duration. 4. The 
Ariſtotelian Trinity, which faith the Di- 
vine Perſons are one God, becauſe they 
have one and the ſame numerical Sub- 
ance. 5. The Trinity of the Mobile, or 
that which is held by the common Peo- 
ple, or by ſuch lazy Divines, who onl 
ſay in ſhort, that it is an unconceivable 
Myftery; and that thoſe are- as much 
in fatile who go about to explain it, as 
thoſe who oppoſe it. 

But that which hath made the moſt noiſe, 
and cauſed the greateſs Heat and Fer- 


Went among ws, hath been a difference firſt 


A 4 begun 
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begun between two learned Divines of our 


Church, about the (:r1nud and fourth; and 
the account which o0«r Unitarians! grve of 


. both this, That the one is a rational and 


intelligible Explication, but not true:nor 
Orthodox; the other'is true and Ortho- 
dox, but neither rational, intelligib!e-nor 
poſſible. - '{ do not mention this, as though 
their words were to be taken as to either ; 
but only to ſhew what advantage they take 
from both, to repreſent that which js ſet up 
for the Churches Dofrine, either not to 
be truly ſo, or to be neither rational nor 
intelligible. 42943 4; 
The deſign of the following Dilcoutle, - 25 
t0 make it appear, ( 1.) That the Churches 
Dofrine, as to the Trinity, as it w expreſ- 
ſed in the :Athanaſian Creed, » yot liable 
to their charges of Contradiction, Impol- 
ſibilities and pure Nonſenſe. (2.) That 
we own wo other Dottrine than what hath 
been received by the Chriſtian Church in 
the ſeveral Ages from the Apoſtles Times : 
(3-) And that there are no Objeflions in 
point of reaſon, which ought to binder our 
Aſſent to this great point of the Chriſt ian 
Faith. | 
But the chief Deſign of this Preface, # 
to remove this Prejudice which lies in our 
way from the different manners of Explica- 
de | tion, 
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tion, aud the warm Diſputes which have 
been occafion'd by them. 
It cannot be denied, that our Adverſa- 
ries have taken all poſſible advantage againſt 
us from theſe unhappy differences ; and in 
one of their lateſt Diſcourſes they glory in 
it, and think they have therein out-done 
the foreign Unitarians : For, ſay they, We 
have ſhewed, that their Faiths concern» Diſcow(e 
ing this-pretended Myſtery are ſo many ©77%"s 
and fo contrary, that they are leſs one ,,4 noms. 
Party among themſelves, than the far 2! Trini- 
more learned and greater number of them 3"1Gu.”" 
are . one Party with us: ths js ſpoken of p. 3- 
thoſe they call Nominal Trinitarians.; and 
for the other whom they call Real, they prove 
them guilty of manifeſt Herelie ; the one 
they call Sabellians, which they ſay is the 
ſame with Unitarians, and the other Poly- 
theiſts or diſguiſed Pagans, and t bey borrow Letter to 
arguments from one fide to prove the charge ***Onver- 
upon the other ; and they confidently affirm mu 
that all. that ſpeak out in this matter, mt 
be driven either to Sabellianiſtia, or Tri- 
theiſm, If they are Nominal Trinitariags, 
they fall into the former, if Real into the 
latter. J 
' This is the whole Deſign of this late Diſ- 
courſe, which I (hall here examine, that. 
may remove this flumbling Block, before 7 
enter upon the main buſineſs. 1. As 


Vit 


Nomina 


and Rea 


The PREFACE. 


1. As to thoſe who are called Nominal 
Trinitarians. Who are they > And from 
whence comes ſuch a Denomination > They 
Diſcourſeof tell us, That they are ſuch who believe 


; three Perſons, who are Perſons in Name 


Trinit p.7. only ; indeed and in truth they are but 


P. 10. 


E. $0. 


one ſubſiſting Perſon. But where are 
theſe to be found? Among all ſuch, ſay 
they, as agree that there is but one only 
and ſelf-ſame divine Eſſence and' Sub- 
ſtance. But do theſe aſſert, that there is 
but one ſubſiſting Perſon, avd three only 
in Name? Let any one be produced who 
hath written in defence of the Trinity ; for 
thoſe who have been moſt charged, have ut- 
terly deny d it. That learned Perſon, who 


. 3s more particularly reflefted upon in this 


Charge, is by them ſaid to affirm, That 
God is one divine intelle&ual Subſtance, 
or really ſubſiſting Perſon, and diſtin- 
guiſhed and diverſified by three relative 
Modes, or relative Subſiſtences. And 
Mr. Hooker i produced to the ſame pur- 
poſe, That there is but one Subſtance in 
God, and three diſtin relative Proper- 
ties, which Subſtance being taken with 
its peculiar Property, makes the diſtin 
on of Perſons in the Godhead. - Bat ſay 


they, Theſe Modes and Properties do not 


make any real ſubfiſting Perforis; br 
p onty 
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only in a Grammatical and Critical Senſe, 
and at moſt this is no more than one 
Man may be ſaid to be three Perſons on 
the account of different Relations, as So- 
lomon was Son of David, Father of Re- 
hoboam, and proceeding from David and 
Bathſbeba, and yet was but one ſubſiſting 
Perſon. This us the force of what they 
ſay. But then in a triumphing manner 
they add, That the Realiſts have ſo ma- 
nifeſt an advantage againſt them, that 
they have no way to defend themſelves 
but by Recrimination, z. e. by ſhewing the 
ke Abſurdity in their Dotrine. And thus 
they hope either fide will baffie the other, 

in the mean time, the Cauſe be loſt be- 
tween them. 

But in ſo nice a matter as this, we muſt 
uot rely too much on an» Adverſary's Repre- 
ſentation ; for the leaving out ſome expreſ- 
fans, may make an opinion look with another 
Appearance, than if all were taken together, 
it would have. We muſt therefore take 
notice of other paſſages which may help to 
give the true Seuſe of the learned Author, 
who is chiefly aimed art. | 

r. In the very ſame Page be afferts, 


'That each of the divine Perfons has an Tridheilin 
charged, 


&c. p.157. 


abſolute Nature diſtia@ly belonging to 
him,though not a diſtin abſolute Nature; 
| and 


IX 


X 


Animadv. 
P. 245- 


Animadv. 
CC. þ.243- 


Ib. p. 240. 


Baſil Ep. 
G4. 
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and to the ſame purpoſe in another place. 

2. That the eternal Father is and ſub- 
ſiſts as a Father, by having a Son, and 
communicating his Eſſence to another. 
And elſewhere, that the Relation between 
Father and Son 1s founded on that eternal 
AR, by which the Father communicates 
his divine Nature to the Son. 

3. That the foundation of the Doctrine 
of the Trinity is this, 1. That there 
can be' but one God. 2. That there is 
nothing in God, but what is God. ' 3. 
That there can be no Compoſition in the 
Deity with any ſuch poſitive real Being, 
diſtin from the Deity it ſelf, But the 
Church finding in Scripture mention of 
three, to whom diſtintly the Godhead 
does belong, expreſſed theſe three by the 
Name of Perſons, and ſtated their Perſo- 
nalities upon three diflin&t Modes of Sub- 
ſiſtence, allotted to' one and the ſame 
Godhead', and theſe alſo diſtinguiſhed 
from one another by three diſtin&t Rela- 
tions. | 
What do theſe men mean, to charge one 
who goes upon theſe grounds with Sabellia- 
niſm 2 Doth he make the three Perſons to 
be mere Names, as S. Baſil in few words 
expreſſes the true nature of Sabellianiſm, 
that it was & Te&ypma mAvwvuw, One 

thing 
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thing with different Denominations? Cax 
the communicating the divine Eſſence by 
the Father to the Son, be called a Name, 
or a Mode, or a Reſpect only > And theſe 
Men of wonderfull Subtilty, have not learnt 
to diſtinguiſh between Perſons and Perſo- 
nalities. 

Where u the leaſt Intimation given, that 
he look'd on the divine Perſons as Modes 
and Reſpedts only 2 That is impoſſible, fince 
he owns a Communication of the divine 
Eſſence, and that each of the divine Per- 
ſons hath the divine Nature belonging to 
him; could it ever enter into any Man's 
head to think, that he that owns this ſhould 
own the other alſo? But the Perſonality 
is a thing of another conſideration. For it 
is the reaſon of the diſtinion of Perſons in 
the ſame undivided Nature, That there is 
a diſtinition, the Scripture aſſures us ; and 
withall, that there is but one divine Eſ- 
ſence. How can this diſtinftion be 2 Not 
by eſſential Attributes, 7 thoſe muſt be in 


the divine Eſſence, and in every Perſon a- 


like, otherwiſe he hath not the entire di- 
vine Nature ; not by accidents, as Men are 


diſtinguiſhed from e:ch other, for the divine 
Nature is not capable of theſe ; not by ſepa- 


rate or divided Subſtances, for that would . 


te inconſiſtent with the perfett Unity of the 
Godh ead 


X1 


Conſederat. 
on the Ex- 
plication, 

P- 


Xll 


23. 


The PREFACE. 


Godhead; fince therefore there can be no 
other way of diſtinftion, we muſt confider 
how the Scripture direfts us in thu caſe ; 
and that acquaints us with the Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt, & having mutual Rela- 
tion 20 each other; and there is no Repug- 
nancy therein to the Divine Nature, and 
therefore the diſtintion of the Perſons hath 
been fixed on that, as the moſt proper foun- 
dation for it. And theſe are called diffe- 
rent Modes of Subſiſtence, o» which the 
diftin# Perſonalities are founded, which 
can be no other than relative. But a Per- 
ſon i that which reſults from the divine 
Nature and Subfiſtence together ; and al- 


. though a Perſon cannot be ſaid to be arela- 


tive, confider d as ſuch, yet being joyned 
with the manner of Subfiſtence, it doth ins- 
ply a Relation, aud ſo a Perſon may be ſaid 
70 be a relative Being. 

But ſay they, If the three Perſons have 
all the fame individual Subſtance, then 
they are truly and properly only three 
Modes ; and therefore although among 
Men, Perſonalities are diſtin& from the 
Perſons, becauſe the Perſons are diſtin 
intelligent Subſtances, yet this cannot 
hold where there 1s bur one individual 


Subſlance. 
The 
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The queſtion is, Whether thoſe they call 
Nominal Trinitarians, are liable to the 
charge of Sabellianiſm ; the anſwer s, That 
they cannot, becauſe they aſſert far more 
than three Names, viz. 'That each Per- 
ſon hath the divine Nature diſtinAly be- 


X11t 


longing to him. But ſay they, Theſe 4vime«. 
Perſons are but mere Modes. No, ſay ®- 29" 


the other ;, We do not ſay that the Perſog 
is only a Modus, but that it is the divine 
Nature, or Godhead ſubſiſting under ſuch 
a Modus, (o that the Godhead is ſtill in- 
cluded in it, joyned to it, and diſtinguiſh- 
ed by it. Grant all this, the Unitariaxs 
reply, yet where there is the ſame indivi- 
dual Subſtance, the Perſon can be only a 


Modus. To which it is a»ſwer d, That Tritheiſm 
this individual Subſtance hath. three di- _ p- 


ſtiot ways of ſubſiſting, according to 
which it ſubſiſts diſtintly and differently 
in cach of the three divine Perſons. So 
that. here lies the main point, whether it 
te Sabellianiſm, to aſſert the ſame indivi- 
dual Subſtance under three. ſuch different 
Modes of Subſiſtence. If it be, the moſt 
learned. and. judicious of the. Fathers did 
110t- know. what Sabellianiſm. meant ( as [ 


have ſhewed at large in the following Diſ- chay.vil. 


courſe ) for they utterly diſowned. Sabellia- 
niſm, axd yet aſſerted, That the ſeveral 
Hypoſtalcs 


X1V 
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Hy poſtaſes conſiſted of peculiar Proper- 
ties in one and the ſame divine Subſtance. 
But it is not the authority of Fathers which 
they regard, for they ſerve them only as 
Stones in the Boys way when they quarrel, 
Viz. to throw them at our Heads. 

Let us then examine this matter by rea- 
fon without them Perſons among Men, 
ſay they, are diſtinguithed from Perſona- 
lities, becauſe they have diſtin Sub- 
ſtances, therefore where there is but one 
Subſtance, the Perſon can be only a Mode, 
and therefore the ſame with the Perſo- 
nality. 

I anſwer, that the true original Notion 
of Perſonality 7s no more than a different 
Mode of ſubſiſtence in the ſame common Na- 
ture. For every ſuch Nature is in it ſelf 
one and indivifible ; and the more perfett 
it is, the greater muſt its Unity be. For 
the firſt Being i the moſt One; and all 
Diviſion comes from Diſtance, aud Imper- 
feftion. The firſt foundation of Diſtini- 
on is Diverſity; for if there were no Di- 
verſity, there would be nothing but entire 
and perfett Unity. All Diverſity comes 


\ from two things, Diſſimilitude a»d Depen- 


dence. Thoſe Philoſophers ( called Mega- 
rici ) did not think much amiſs, who ſaid, 


That if all things were alike, there-would 


be 
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be but one Subſtance orBeing in theWorld; 
and what we now call different Subſtances, 
would be only different Modes of Subhſtence 
in the ſame individual Nature. The dif- 
ference of Subſtances in created Beings, a- 
riſes from thoſe two things. 1. 4A Diſſimi- 
litude of Accidents, both internal and ex- 
ternal, 2. The Will and Power of God, 
whereby he gives them diſtin and ſeparate 
Beings in the ſame common Nature. As 
for inſtance, the Nature or Eſſence 4 a Man 
confider'd in it ſelf,is but one and indivifible; 
but God gives a ſeparate Exiſtence to every 
Individual, whereby that common Nature 
ſubfiſts in ſo many diſtint Subſtances, as 
there are Individuals of that kind ; and 
every one of theſe Subſtances is diſtinguiſh- 
ed from all others, not only by a ſeparate 
internal wital Principle and peculiar Pro- 
perties, but by ſuch external Accidents, as 
do very eafily diſcriminate them from each 
other. And the ſubjet of all theſe Acci- 
dents is that peculiar Subſtance, which God 
hath given to every Individual, which in 
rational Beings is called a Perlon ; and ſo 
we grant that in all ſuch created Beings the 
Perſonality doth ſuppoſe a diſt init Subſtance; 
not from the Nature of Perſonality, But 
from the condition of the ſubjet wherein it 
#5. The Perſonality in it ſelf 14 but a diffes 

a rent 
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rent Mode of Subfiſtence in the ſame com- 
mon Nature, which is þ:t One ; but this 
Perſon-lity being in ſuch a ſubjeftt as Man 
7s, it from thence follows, that each Perſon 
hath a peculiar Subſtance of his own; and not 
from the Nature of Perſonality. But when 
we come to conſider a divine Eſſence, which 
15 moſt perfettly one, and is wholly uncapa-- 
Ble of any ſeparate Exiſtence or Accidents, 
there can be no other way of diſtinfion con- 
cetved in it, but by different Modes -of 
Subſiſtence, or relative Properties 2u rhe 


fame divine Efſence. Aud herein we pro- 


ceed, as we do in our other Conceptions of 
the divine Nature, i. e. we take away all 
Imperfeilion from God, and attribute only 
that to him, which is agreeable to his di- 
vine Perfeions, although the manner of it 
may be above our comprehenſion. And if 
this be owning the Trinity of the Mob, 7 
am not aſhamed to own my ſelf to be one of 
them ; but it is not out of Lazynels or 
aftecd Ignorance, but upon the greateſt 
and moſt ſerious confideration. 

They may call this a Trinity of Cyphers, 
if they pleaſe, but I think more modeſt and 
decent Language about theſe matters would 
become them as well as the things themſelves 
much better. And they muſt prove a little 
better than they have done, that different 

Modes 


The PREFACE. xvit 

Modes of Subfitence i the divine Nature, 
or the rel:tions of Father and Son are mere 
Cyphers, which is ſo often mentioned in 
Scripture, as a matter of wery great conſe- 
quence ; and that when we are baptized in 
the Name of the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, we are baptized into a Trinity of 
Cyphers. 

But our Unitarians proceed, and ſay, 
that the fame Author arms not only the Diſcourſe 
Perſonalities, but the Perſons to be mere- 7 nn” 
ly Relative. For he ſaith, That every Trinitari- 
Perſon, as well as every Perſonality in the ans, #- 10: 
Trinity, is wholly Relative. But Zt 2s Tritheiſms 

lain he ſpeaks there, not of the Perſon in —_—_— 

himſelf, 4ut with reſpet to the manner of © * "__ 
Subfiſtence, or the relative Properties bes 
longing to them But if the Notion of a 
Perſon doth befides the relative Property, 
neceſſarily ſuppoſe the divine Nature toge- 
ther with it ; how can a Perſon then be ima- 
gined to be wholly Relative 2 But they urge, 
That which makes the firſt Perſon in the 
Trinity to be a Perſon, makes him to be 
a Father, and what makes him to be a_ 
Father, makes him to be a Perſon. And 
what folows from hence, b :t that the rela- 
tive Property is the Foundation of the Per- 
fonality > But by no means, that the Per- 


fon of the Father is nothing but the relav 
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tive Property? The inſtance of Solomon 
is not at all to the purpoſe, unleſs we aſſerted 
three Perſons fo:uded upon thoſe different 
Relations in his individual Nature. Who 
denies, that one Perſon may have different 
Reſpeds, and yet be but one Perſon ſubfi(t- 
ing? Where doth the Scripture ſay, That 
the Son of David, the Father of Rehobo- 
am, and he that proceeded from David 
and Bathſheba were three Perſons diftin- 
guiſhed by thoſe relative Properties ? But 
here lies the foundation of what we believe 
as to the Trinity ; weare «(ſured from Scri- 
pture, that there are three to whom the di- 
vine Nature and Attributes cre given, und 
we are aſſured both from Scripture and 
Reaſon, that there can be but one divine 
Eſſence ; and therefore every one of theſe 
muſt have the divine Nature, and yet that 
cau be but One. But it is a moſt unreaſona- 
ble thing to charge thoſe with Sabellianiſm, 
who aſſert, That every Perſon hath the 
divine Nature diſtintly belonging to-him, 
and that the divine Eſſence is communi- 
cated from the Father to the Son. Did 
ever Noetus or Sabellius, or any of their 
Followers ſpeak after this manner 2 Is the 
divine Eſſence but a mere Name, or adif- 
{erent reſpect ozly to Mankind 2 For the 
aſſerting ſuch relative Perſons as have uo 

Eſſence 
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Eſſence at all, was the true Sabellian Do- 
Arine, as will be made appear in the follow- 
ing Diſcourſe. And ſo muco is confeſs'd 
by our Unitarians themſelves, for they ſay, 


That the Sabe!/zans held, that Father, Son _—_ 
and Spiri: are but only three Names of and rea! 
God piven to him in Scripture, by oc- Vai. 2.18. 


caſion of ſo many ſeveral Diſpenſations to- 
wards the Creature, and ſo he is but one 
ſubſiſting Perſon and three relative Per- 
ſons; as he ſuſtains the three Names of 
Father, Son and Spirit, which being the 
Relations of God towards things without 
him, he is ſo many relative Perſons, or 
Perſons in a Claſſical Critical Senſe, 7. e. 
Perſons without any Eſſence belonging to 
them as ſuch. But thoſe who aſſert a Com- 
munication of the divine Eſſence to each 
Perſon can never be guilty of Sabelltaniſm, 
if this be it, which themſelves affirm. And 
ſo thoſe called Nominal Trinitarians, are 
very unjuſtly ſo called, becauſe they do re« 
ally hold a Trinity of Perſons i» the Uni 
ty of the Godhead. 

2. Let us now ſee what charge they lay 
upon thoſe whom they call Real Trinitari- 


ans; and they tell us, That the Nominals piſcouſcof 
will ſeem to be profound Philoſophers, XN». &c. 


deep Sages iin compariſon with them.*' 


Theſe are very obliging expreſſions to them 
a3J in 
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in the beginninxg. But how do they mak® 
out this groſs Stupidity of theirs? In ſhort 
7 z, That they ſtand condemned and a- 
nathematized as Hereticks by a general 
Council, and by all the Moderns, and 
are every day challenged and impeached 
or Trirheiſm,- and cannot agree among 
themſelves, but charge one another with 
great Abſurdities ; and - in plain terms they 


. charge them with Nonſenle in the thing, 


whereas the other lay only in words. Be- 
cauſe theſe aſſert three divine ſubliſting 
Perſons, three infinite Spirits, Minds or 
Subſiances, as diſtin as fo many An- 
gels or Vien, each of them perfectly God, 


' and yer all of them are bur one God. 


Townderſtand this matter rightly, we muſt 
confider that when the Socinian Pamphlets 
firſt came abroad, ſome years ſince, a learn- 
ed and worthy Perſon of our Church. who 
had appear'd with great vigour and reaſon 
azainſt our Adverſaries of the Church of 
Rome 7» the late Reign (which ought not 
to be forgotten) undertook to defend the 
Doctrine of the Trinity againſt the Hiſto- 
ry of the Unitarians, and the Notes on 
the Arhanaſtan Creed; but in the warmth of 
diſputing, and out of a defire to make thu 
matter more intelligible, he ſuffer d himſel 

to be carried beyond the qucient Methods 

which 
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which the Church hath uſed to expreſs her 
Senſe by, [till retaining the ſame fundamen- 
tal Article of three Perſons in one undi- 
vided Eſſence, but explaining it in ſuch a 
manner, as to make each Perſon to have a 
peculiar and proper Subſtance of his own. 

This gave ſo great an adv .utage to the 
Author of thoſe Treatiſes, that in a little 
time, he ſet forth his Notes with an Ap- 


XX1 
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drags : . K the Ex- 
pendix in anſwer to this new Explicati- aac of 


on. Wherein he charges bim with Heretie, the Trinity, 


Tritheiſm a»d Contradiction. Zhe very ©: *'*: 


ſame charges which have been fince impro- 
ved and carried on by others; Twiſh I could 
lay, without any unbecoming Heat or Refle- 
cons. 

But I ſhall now examine how far theſe 
charges have any ground, ſo as to affect the 
Doitrine of the Trinity, which is the chief 
end our Adverſaries aimed at, in heaping 
theſe Reproaches upon one who appeared ſo 
early, and with ſo much teal to defend it. 
We are therefore to confider theſe things : 

r. That a Man may be very right in the 
Belief of the Article it ſelf ; and yet may be 
miſtaken in his Explication of it. And 
this one of his keeneſt Adverſaries freely 
acknowledges. For he plainly diſtinguiſhes 
between the fundamental Article and the 
manner of explaining zt, and affirms, That 

a 4 2 
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a Man may quit his Explication without 
p:rting with the Article it ſelf. And ſo 
he may retain the Article with his Explica- 
tion. 

But ſuppoſe a Man to aſſent to the fun- 
damental Article it ſelf, and he miſtaken in 
his Explication of it, can he be charged 
with Herefie about this Article 2 For He- 
reſie muſt relate to the fundamental Article 
to which he declares his hearty and unfeigu- 
ed Aſſent ; but here we ſuppoſe the miſtake 
to lie only in the Explication. As for in- 
ſtance, Sabellianiſm is a condemued and ex- 
ploded Flereſie, for it is contrary tothe wve- 
ry Dofttrine of the Trinity ; but ſuppoſe one 
who aſſerts the Dofrine of thiee Perſons, 
ſhould make them to be three Modes, muſt 
ſuch a one preſently be charged with Here- 
ſie, before we ſee whether his Explication 
be conſiſtent with the fundamental Article 
or not > For this us liable to very obvious 
Objettions, that the Father begets a Mode 
inſtead of a Son, tht we pray to three Modes 
inſtead of three real Perſons, that Modes 
are mutable things in their own Nature, &c. 
but muſt we from hence conclude ſuch a one 
guilty of Herefie, when he declares, that 
he withall ſuppoſed them not to be mere 
Modes, but that the divine Eſſence us to be 
taken together with the Mode to make a Per- 
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ſon? Tea, ſuppoſe ſome ſpiteful Adverſary 
ſhould ſay, That it is a Contradiftion to 
ſay, That the ſame common Nature can make 
a Perſonwith a Mode ſuperadded to it, unleſs 
that be individuated, for a Perſon doth im- 
ply an individual Nature, and not a mere 
relative Mode. Is this (ufficient to charge 
ſuch a Perſon with the Sabellian Herefic, 
which he utterly diſowns 2 Is not the like E- 
quity to be ſhew'd in another though differe:t 
Explication? Suppoſe then a Perſon ſolemn- 
ly profeſſes to own the fundamental Dofrine 
of the Trinity as much as any others ; but 
he thinks, that three Perſons muſt have di- 
ſtint Subſtances to make them Perſons, but 
fo as to make no Diviſion or Separation in 
the Godhead, and that he cannot conceive a 
Communication of the divine Eſſence with- 
out this; muſt this preſently be run down as 
Hereſfie, when he aſſerts at the ſame time 
three Perfons in the ſame undivided Eſ- 
ſence 2 But this is ſaid to be a Contradidti- 
on ; ſo it was in the other caſe and not al- 
low'd then, and why ſhould it be otherwiſe 
in this? I ſpeak not this to juſtifie ſuch Ex- 
plications, but to (hew that there is a dif- 
ference between th? Hereſie of denying an 
Article, and a miſtake in the Explication 
of it. Even the greateſt Herefie-makers 
in the world, diſtinguiſh between Herejies 


and 
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and erroneous Explications of Articles of 

Faith, as any one may find that looks into 

them. Ard even the Inquifitors of Hereſic 

themſelves allow the diſtinftion between 

Hereſie and an erroneous Propoſition in 

Faith, which amounts to the ſame with a 

miſtaken Explication of it ; and they all 

grant that there may be Propoſitions that 

tend to Herefie or ſavour of it, which can- 

not be condemned for Heretical. A»d even 

Dire&.In- Pegna condemns Melchior Canus for be- 

quihit. par? 3p #00 cruel in aſſerting it to be FHerejie to 

2. ontradif? the general Senſe of Divines, be- 
cauſe the Schools cannot make Hereſites. 

| 2. It is frequently and ſolemnly affirmed 

Moaf ex8- by him, That the Unity of the Godhead is 

"1" the moſt real, eſſential, indiviſible, inſepa- 

rable Unity ; that there is but one divine 

Nature, whichis originally in the Father, 

and is ſubſtantially ccommunicated by 

P.27,28. the Farther to the Son, as a diſtin ſub- 

ſiting Perſon, by an eternal ineffable 

Generation, and to the Holy Ghoſt by 

an eternal and ſubſtantial Proceſſion from 

Father and Son. Do the others who main- 

tain a Trinity deny this > By no means. For 

we have already ſeen that they aſſert the 

ſame thing. So that they are fully agreed 

as to \the main fundamental Article. And 


' even the Unitarians yield, that from the 
beginning 
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beginning be aſſerted, That the. three' di- Neon A- 
vine Perſons are in one undivided Sub- ;; creed, 
ſtance. Wherein then lies the foundation Edit. 2. p. 
of this mighty Quarrel, and thoſe unreaſo- '* 
wable Heats that Men have fallen into a- 
bout it ; to the great ſcandal of our Church 
and Relizion? In ſhort it is thu ; that the 
ſame Author aſſerts, (1.) That it is groſs Mfr 
Sabellianiſm to fay, That there are not "* f n 
three perſonal Minds, or Spirits, or Sub- 
ſtances. (2z.) That a diſtin ſubſtantial 
Perſon muſt have a diſtin Subſtance of 
his own proper and peculiar to his own 
Perſon. But he owns, that although there Þ: 7 
are three diſtin Perſons, or Viinds, each 
of whom isdiſtinatly and by himſelf God, Þ. 29. 
yet there are not three Gods, but one 
God, or one Divinity ; which he ſaith, 
is intirely, and indiviſibly, and inlepa- 
rably in three diſtin Perſons or Minds. 
That the ſame one divine Nature is whol- Þ: 3* 
ly and intirely communicated by the e- 
ternal Father to the eternal Son and by 
the Father and Son to the eternal Spirit 
without any Diviſion or Separation ; and 
ſo it remains one ſtill. 

This i the ſubſtance of this new Explica- 
tion, which hath raiſed ſuch Flames, that 
Injuntions from aathority were thought ne- 
cefſary to ſuppreſs. them, But thoſe can 

reach 
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reach no farther than the reſtraint of Mens 
Tongues and Pens about theſe matters, and 
unleſs ſomething be found out to ſatisfie their 
Minds, and to remove Miſapprebenſions, 
the preſent Heat may be ouly cover d over 
and kept in ; wbich when there is a vent 
given, may break out into a more dangerous 
Flame. 

Therefore T ſhall endeavour to ſtate and 
clear this matter ſo as to prevent any future 
Eruption thereof, which will be done by con- 
fidering how far they are agreed, and how 
far = remaining difference ought to be pur- 
ſued. 

t. They are agreed, That there are 
three diſtin& Perions and but one God- 
head. 

2. That there are no ſeparate and di- 
vided Subſtances in the Trinity ; but the 
divine Nature is wholly and entirely one 
and undivided. 

3. That the divine Eſſence is commu- 
nicated from the Father to the Son, and 
from both to the holy Spirit. So that 
the charge of Sabellianiſm ox thoſe who re- 
jet this new Explication is without ground. 
For no Sabellian did or could aſſert a Com- 
munication of the divine Eſſence. 

Which being agreed on both fides, the 
Diſpute turns upon this fingle point, we 

ther 
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ther a communicated Eſſence, doth imply 
a diſtin Subſtance or »ot. On the one 
fide it is ſaid, That there being but one Remarks 
God, there can be but one divine Eſſence; 27 *. 
and if more Eſſences more Gods. Pp: 33- 
On the other fide, that ſince they own a 
communicated Eflence neceſiary to make 
a diſtinction of Perſons in the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, if the Eſſence be not diſtindt, 
the foundation of diſtin Perſonalities is 
taken away. But how ts this clear d by 
the other Party 2 They ſay, That it is one Remork 
peculiar Prerogative of the divine Nature * ** 
and Subſtance, founded in its infinite and 
therefore tranſcendent Perfe&tion, where- 
by it 1s capable of reſiding in more Per- 
ſons than one, and is accordingly com- 
municated from the Father to the Son 
and Holy Ghoſt. 
So that the Communication of the di- 
vine Nature is owned to the Perſons of 
the Son and Holy Ghoſt. But how then 
comes it not to make a diſtinit Eſſence, as 
it makes diſtinit Perſons, by being commu- 
uicated ? 
The anſwer we ſee is, That it is a pecu- 
| liar Prerogative founded on the infinite 
and therefore tranſcendent Perfetion of 
the divine Nature. But they further add, 
That when the Son and Holy Ghoſt are e.;s 


{aid 
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þ ſaid to have the ſame divine Nature from 
the Father, as the Origin and Fountain 
« of the Divinity ; not by the Production 
þ of a-new divine Nature but by a Com- 
| munication of his own ; which is one 
and the ſame in all three without Sepa- 
ration, Difference, or Diſtin&ion ; that 
this 15 indeed a great Myſtery, which 
hath been alwais look'd upon by the 
greateſt and wiſeſt Men in the Church, 
to be above all Expreſiions and Deſcrt- 
ption. 

So that the greateFt difficulty is at laſt 
reſolved into the incomprehenſible Perfe(ti- 
Ibid. 0x of the divine Nature; and that neither 
Man nor Angels can give a ſatisfactory 
anſwer to Enquiries about the manner of 
them. And the Author of the Animad- 
Animadv, verſions ſaith, That in the divine Per- 
P-36 fons of the Trinity, the divine Nature 
and the perſonal Subſiſtence coaleſce in- 
to one, by an incomprehenſible, ineffa- 

ble kind of Union and Conjundtion. 

But ds thoſe on the other fide think, that 
the aſſerting three diſtinit Snhſtances in 
one and the (ame individual Subſtance tends 
to clear and explain the Notion of the Tri- 
nity aud make it more eafie and intelligible > 
The Divinity, they ſay, is whole, intire, 


—_— indiviſible, and inſeparable in all three. 
| But 
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But can one whole intire indivifible Subs 
ſtance be aftually divided into three Sub- 
ſtances 2 For if every Perſon muſt have a 
peculiar Subſtance of his owp; and there be 
three Perſons, there muſt be three peculiar 
Subſtances, and haw can there be three pe- 
culiar Subſtances, and yet but one entire 
' and indivifible Subſtance? I do not ſay, 
there muſt be three divided Subſtances in 
place, or ſeparate Subſtances, but they muſt 
be divided as three Individuals of the 
lame kind, which muſt introduce a Speci- 
fick Divine Nature, which 7 think very in- 
conſiſtent with the divine Perfetions ; but 
of this at large in the following Diſcourſe. 

1 do not lay any force upon this argument, Tricheiſm 
chat there can be no ground of the Di- <4-24.p- 
ſtintiqn between the three Subſtances, *** 
if there be but one Subſtance in the God- 
head, ( as ſome have dave ) becauſe the 
ſame Subſtance cannot both unite and 
diſtinguiſh them ; for the ground of the 
diſtinilion 1s not the Subſtance but the 
Communication of zt, and where that us P. 264 
ſo freely aſſerted, there is a reaſon diſtinit 
from the Subſtance it ſelf, which mates the 
Diſtinftion of Perſons. 

But the difiiculty flifl remains, how each 
phy jo ſhould have a Subſtance of his own ;; 
and yet there be but one entire and indivi- 

| fible 
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ſible Subftance, for every Perſon muſt have 

a proper Subſtance of his own ; or elſe accor- 

ding to this Hypotheſis, he can be no Per- 

fon; and this pecultar Subſtance muſt be 

really diſt init from that SubJtance which is 

in the other two : ſo that here muſt be three 
diſlinit Subſtances in the three Perſons. 

But how then can there be but one individu« 

al Eſſence in all three > We may concerve 

one common Eſſence to be individuated in 

three Perſons, as it is in Men; but it is 
impoſſible to conceive the ſame individual 
Eſſence to be in three Perſons, which have 
peculiar Subſtances of their own. For the 
Subſtances belonting to the Perſons, are the 

fame Ffſence individuated in thoſe Perſons : 

and ſo there is no avoiding making three in- 
dividual Eſſences and one ſpecifick or com- 

mon divine Nature. And Maimonides 

his argument is conſiderable againſt more 

Gods than one; If, ſaith he, there be two 

More Ne- Gods, there muſt be ſomething wherein 
—__ they agree, and ſomething wherein they 
+ differ; that wherein they agree mult be 
that which makes each of them God ; 

and that wherein they differ muſt make 

them two Gods. Now wherein doth this 

differ from the preſent Hypotheſis 2 There 

is ſomething wherein they differ, and that 


is their proper Subſtance; but Maimonides 
thought 
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thought that wherein they differ'd ſufficient 
_ to make'them two Gods. © Ss that'7 fear 
zt will be" impoſſible to clear! this Hy pothe- 
ſis as tp the reconciling three individual Ef 
ſences with'sne individual divine Effente; 
which looks tbo like afſerting that there are 
three Gods" artel yet Bit one. * And the" At 
thor of this 'Explication doth at laſt confeſs; 


XXXx1 


that - three" diſtin "whole inſeparable 
. \ 4 a... A Madeſt 3 
Symes,; are hard to conceive 2s to the amin.p.304 


manner of it.” * Now 79 what purpoſe art 
new Erplications” /tarted* and Diſputes 
raiſed ant tarried on fo warmly about them, 
if after all, the main difficulty he confeſs d 
to be about our Comprehenſion > We had 
much better ſatisfie our ſelves with that 
Language which the Church hath receiv'd 


and is expreſs d in the Creeds, than go a-- 


bout by new Terms, to raiſe new Ferments, 
eſpecially at a time, when our united For- 
ces are moſt neceſſary againſt our common 
Adverſaries. No wiſe and good Men can 
be fond of any new Inventions, when the 
Peace of the Church is hazarded by them. 
And on the other fide, it is as dangerous to 
make new Hereſies as new Explications. 
If any one denies the Doftrine contained in 
the Nicene Creed, that is no new Hereſie; 
but how can ſuch tleny the Son to be conſuÞ- 
ftantial to the _ who afſert "one and 
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the ſame indivijible Subſtance in the Pather, 
and the Son > But they may contradic 
themſelves. That is mot impoſſible on ei- 
ther fide. But doth it follow that they 
are guilty of Hereſie * Are not three Sub- 
ſtances and bet one a Contradiftion? No 
more, ſay they, than that a-communica- 
ted Subſtance is. not diſtinit from that 
which did communicate. But this whole 
diſpute we find is at laſt reſolved into the 
infinite and unconceiuable Perfetlions of the 
Godhead, where it is moſt ſafely lodged ; 
and that there is wo real Contradiction 
in the DofQtrine it ſelf, is part of the de- 
fign of the Diſcourſe om 

But here it will be neceſſary to take #0- 
tice of what the Unitarians have objetted 

Confiderat. againſt this new Explication, viz. That 

—_ it was condemned by the ancients in the 

fe Trinity, Perſon of Philoponus; in the middle A- 

&c. p. 12. pes, in the Perſon and Writings of Abbot 
Joachim; but more ſeverely ſince the Re- 
formation, in the Perſon of Yalentinus 
Gentilis, who was condemned at Geneva, 
and beheaded at Bers for this very Do- 
Arine. 

To theſe I ſhall give a diſtinft anſwer : 

I. As to Joh. Philoponus, / do freely 
own, that in the Greek Church, when in 
the faxth Century he broached his _ 

c 
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That 'every Hypoſtaſis mult have the 
common Nature individuated in it, this 
was hbok'd wpon as a Doftrine of dangerous 
conſequence, both with reſpen ta the Trint- 
ty and Incarnation. The latter was the firſt 


occaſion of. it ; for, as Leontins obſerves, Leont. de 
he Ad; } \ aid } . [4 h T; Si as Seqtis 
the diſpute did nor begju about the Trinjty, D 


but about the Incarnation; and Philoponus 
took part with theſe who aſſerted but one 
Nature in Chriſt after the Union, and be 
went upos this ground, That if there were 
two Natures there muſt be two Hypoſtaſes, 
becauſe Nature and Hypoſtaſis. were the 
Same. Then thoſe on the Charches _ ſide, 
ſaith Leontius, objected, . That if they were 
the ſame, there muſt be three ditintt Na- 
tures in the Trinity, as there were three 
Hypoliales ; which Philoponus yelded, 
and grounded himſelf on Ariſtotle's De- 
Arine, that there was but .ouve comman Sub- 
tance and ſeveral individual Subſtances, 
and fo held it was in the Trinity, whence he 
was called the leader of the Herefie of the 
Tritheiſts. This 7s the account given by 
Leontius who lived wery near his time, A. 
D. 620. The ſame is affirmed of him by. 
Nicephorus, axd.tbat he wrote a Book qn 
purpoſe about the Union of two Natures in 


Christ, out of which he prodg:es his own 13.c, 46, 


words concerning a common and individual 41: 
6 2 Nature, 
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Neture, (which he calls weruwmany vrap- 

Ei») which can agree to none elſe. And 

the main argument he went upon was this, 

that: unleſs we aſſert a ſingular Nature in 

the Hypoſtaſes, we. muſt ſay, that the 

whole Trinity was incarnate; as unleſs there 

be a ſingular humane Nature diſtini from 

the common, Chriſt muſt aſſume the whole 

Nature of Mankind, And this argument 

from the Incarnation, was that which made 
Roſcelin, in the beginning of the diſputing 

Age, A. D. 1093, fo aſſert, That the 

three Perſons were three things diſtin 

from each other, as three Angels or three 

Men, becauſe otherwiſe the Incarnation 

of the ſecond Perſon could not be under- 

Anſclm. ftood, as appears by Anſelm's Epiſtles,and 
_ *- his Book of the Incarnation written «pon 
De fide that occaſion. But as Anlelm ſhews at 
ac Large, if this argument hold, it muſt prove 
'©F. the three Perſons not only to be diſtin, 
but ſeparate aud divided Subſtances , 
(which is direly contrary to this new Ex- 
plication) and then there is no avoiding 
Tritheilm. But to return to Joh. Philo- 

C. 48. Pponus, who, ſaith Nicephorus, divided 
the indiviſible Nature of God into three 
Individuals as among Men : Which, ſaith 

. he,”is repugnant to the Senſe of the Chri- 

ſtian Church ; aud he produces the Teſti- 


mony 
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away of Gregory Nazianzen againſt it, and 
adds, that Leontius and Georgius Piſides 
confuted Philoponus. © | 
But in that divided time, there were 

ſome called Theodofiani, who made But © 49: 
one Nature and one Hypoſtaſis; and jo 
fell inwith the Sabellians; But others held, 
That there was 'one' immutable divine 
Eſfence, bat each * Perfon had a diſtin 
indiyidual Nature; ' which the reſt charged 
with Tritheifm. "Wb conſequence they 
utterly rejefed, becauſe although they held 
threediſtin@ Natures,” yet they ſaid, They 
were but'one God, becauſe there was bat 
one invariable Divinity in'them. Nice- 
phorus ' ſaith, that'Conon's Followers re- 
jeted Philoponus ; Gut Photius mewtibns 
a conference between Conoh and others," a- phor rib 
bout Philoponus, wherein he 'defents him lioth.Cod. 
againſt other 'Severians. ” Photius grants, ** 
that Conon and his Follnpers held a con- 
ſubſtantial Trinity and the Unity of the 
Godhead, 'and ſo far they were Ortflo- 
dox: #kt ſaith, They were far from 'it, 
when they aſſerted © proper and peculiar* 
Subſtances to each Perſon. The difference — 
Fetween Conon and Philoponus about this _ 
point, (for Conon wrote againſt Philopo- 
nus about the Refurretion) ſeems to' have 
been partly in the Doftrine, but chiefly in 

b 3 the | 
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the conſequence of it ;. for theſe. rejected al 
kind of t ritheilm, which Philoponus faw 
well enourh muff follow from, his Dotrine, 
But he denied any. real Diviſion or Sepata- 
tion in thoſe Sub5Zances as to the. Deity. 

14.0 Ifidoxe /arth, That rie Tritheilfs owned 

1 rig. 

1.7.de hz- three Gods, as well:.as three Pe \ Sony 

ret.deTri- and that af God be ſaid to 

—_ there muſt jollow a Pluralicy. af har 
But there were others called Ti Tritormiani, 

Aup. de of whom S. Avguſtin: ſpeaks; Who held 

hereſc.74. the three Pertons to. be three diſtin 
parts, which being united made one God; 
which, ſaith. he, 1s repugnant to the di- 
vine Perieion,,; .... 

_ But among, theſe. Severians, there were 
thre Mera Opingons.: 

Pailoponus, who held one com- 
wn Vature and three Ind: vidual. 

2. Of thoſe who ſaid rhere was but. one 
Nature and one Hypoſtalis. .. 

3- Of thoſe who affirm'd there were three 
diltenct Natures, but withal, that there 
was but. one indiviſible Godhead ; 
theſe differ'd from Philoponus i» the main 
ground of Tritheiſm, which was, that be 
hbeid the common Nature x the Trinity, 
ro be only a \ſpecitick Nature, -and fuch as 
it zs among Men, For Philoponus himſelf 
" in the words which Nicephar us ay" 

: of 
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doth aſſert plainly, that the common  Na- 
ture is ſeparated from the Individuals, th 
Al eomvoice, a meer att of the Mind 
fo that bxallow'd nd individgal Unity inthe 
divine Nature, but what was in the ſeveral 
Perſons; as the common Nature of Man-is 
a'Notion of, the Mind, as'it is abſtrafted 
from the ſeveral Individuals, wherein alone 
it really ſubjiſts; ſo that here is an apparent 
difference between the Dottrine of Joh. 
Philoponus' ard the new' Explication,. for 
herein* the'moFf real,. eſſential and indivi- 
fible Unity of the divine Nature 7s aſſer- 
ted; and it is ſaid to be no Species, be- 
cauſe ir is but one, and'ſo it could not be 
condemned in Joh. Philoponus. © + © 
2. We now-come ts Abbat Joachim;whoſe 
Dotrine ſeems to be as much miſtakey;" as 
it is repreſented in the Decretal, where the 
Condemmation of it by the Lateran Coun- 
Cil is extant. | But here-I cannot but obſerve 
what great Authority theſe Unitarians give 
to this Lateran Coundil, ' ay if they -had a 
Mind to ſet 'up Tranſubſtantiation by 7, 
which they fa often parallel with the Trint- 
fy. Thence in their late Diſcourſe they 
Jpeak of it as the moſt general Council 
that was ever called, and that what was 
there defined, it was made Hercſie to op- 
poſe it. But by their favour, we neither 
b 4 own 


Modeſt ex+ 
atnin.P+19. 


Diſcourſe of 
Real and 
Nominal 
Trinie-p.4- 
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Greg. de 
Laur. A- 
pol. Joa- 
Por Ab- 
bar,c. 66, 


Decrer, 
Greg. |. 1. 
C, 2, 


Comment, 
in decrer. 
#pulc,24, 


own this to have been a-general-Council, 

or that it had Authority ,to: make that. 
Herefie which was uot ſo befare:-. - But that 
Council might aſſert the Dofrine:of the Tri 

wmty truly, as it had. been receiv'd; wr 
condemn the opivion of Joachim ju/tly: But 

what it was, they dv not or would mot ſeem 
to underſtand. Joachim was a-great En+ 
thuſialt, but no deep  Divine...(as. Men of 
that Heat ſeldom are) .and ab. had: many 
Diſpates with Peter Lombard. i» his: Life; 
as the Viudicator of Joachim confeſſes. Afc. 
ter. bis Death, a Rook: of. bis was found, tax 
ing Peter Lombard with ſome. ſtrange Do- 
arine about the. Trinity, wherein; he called 
him feretick.and Madman'; #bts.Rook was 
complained of in the Lateran-Council, and 
upon, Examination it, was found, that in 

flead of charging Peter Lombard j«/tly, he 
was fallen into; Herefie himſelf, which was 
denying the eſſential nity of the three Pers 
ſons, . and mating it to. be Unity of Conſent. 

He. granted that. they were one Eſſence, 
one \Nature,.-one ;;Subſtance-z', kut \how ? 
Not by any true proper Unity, .4ut Simi» 
litudinary and ColleQive, as - they called 
it, as many Mey are one People, and many 
Believers make pue Church. Whence Thor 
mas Aquinas. ſaith, that Joachim fell in- 
to the Arian Herclie, {7 2s ſufficient to 

my 
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my: pupoſe, 'that he denied the ' individaal * © 
Unity of the divine Eſſence, whioh cannot 
be charged on the Author of the New Ex- 
plication, ' aud-ſo this comes not home to the 

purpoſe. ire © 

 --3:: But the laſt charge is the moſt terri> 

Ble;: for-it not «only ſets down the Yereſie, :. \ i 
bat. the. capital puniſhment which © folow'd ** 
it;- Tet I ſhall make it appear; \(notwith= © 
ſtanding the verywarm Proſecution.of it by 

another hand) that there is a great diffe- 

rence between 'the Dodtrine of 'Valentinus 
Gentilis, - and: that which is aſſerted in this _ .. - 
Explicaton. 17 8TÞ.© SMTDU-! BORIS) 
- :I.- In the Sentence -of | his Condenmation © ' © 
it is,expreſſed,;: That he had been guilty Ls 
of. the: vileſt .Scurrility and moſt horrid c,.n7 of 
Blaſphemies againſt the Son of : God: and el 
the glorious Myſtery of the Trinity: "Bat ke iQ, 
can any thing of this: Nature be charged up- 

on one; who' hath not only: written in De- 
fence of it, but ſpeaks of at with the higheſt 
Keneration 2 ab og hn he oh YE + 

 't%« 4n the ſame Sentence it is ſaid; That vid. 

he ;acknowledged:;the Father only to be 
thatinfinite God which we ought to wor- 

ſhip,. which is - plain Blaſphemy '-againſt 

the Son. But: can-any Men ever think to 
| make this the ſameicaſe with one, who makes 
wſe of that as one.of 'bis chief argaments, ' 

| | That 
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Modeſt ex- "That the three Perſons areto be worſhip- 
np" ped with a diſtin divine Worſhip." 

3- 1t is charged upon him, Thar he cale 
led rhe Trinity 2 meer human [ovention, 
not ſo much as known to any Carholick 
Creed, anddiretly contrary to the Word 

Brief, Ac- Of God. | But the Author here: charged, 
cont, &, bath made #t his buſineſs  to.prove the Dor 
P. 4” Arine of the Trinity to be groandedon Scri- 
pture, and to vindicate it from the Obyeddir 

ous tlrawn from thence' againſt it. 
| 4: One of the main Articles of his charge 
Brief 4e- Was, That he made. three Spirits. of:ditte- 
count, &c. rent Order and Degree, that the: Father 
"og is the one only God, by which the. Son 
_ and Holy Ghoſt are'excluded\maniteſtly 
fromthe Unity of the Godhead;”Buts che 
Moth ex. Perſon charged with ' his \Herefie ' ſaith, 
am,p.2y. The Reaſon! why we muſt not lay three 
Gods, is, becauſe there 'is'- bur one+ and 
the ſame Divinity inv;-m all; and+that 
entirely, indiviſibly, -iofeparably. '* - + 

But it is ſaid, that although there may be 
ſome differences, yet- they-agree mn aſſer- 
ting, Thar there are threediſtin'erernal 
Spirits or Minds in the Trinity ; | 4»d Ge- 
nebrard is brought .into the ſame Ferejie - 

brard with them, But Genebrard with great in- 

e Trinit. djguation rejects the Dottrine of Valenti 
L2-P: 9! us Gentilis, becauſe be held an Inequality 
in 
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in the. Perſons, and denied the indi 
nity of the Godhead in them;. but be'[aitb, 
he folow'd Damaſcen in aſſerting three real 
Hy poſtaſes ; and he utterly denies Fri- 
theilm, = he brings a _ 

four why the charge of Trit heiſm doth #at 


inſt his opintzon , although he Opus 
the he Hypoſlakes to: be three eg 


itude of rea- 2-159: 


viduals, | but | then "_ adds, Thav.t ers is _ 


an indiviſible and. inſeparable Union of 
the divine Nature ip all three Perſons. .. . 
Now to dealas impartially i in this matter 
as may be, T do not. think oar underſlayd- 
s one, jot beige. % .the Notion, a. the 
= by this Ht fs ; but that. ho «5 
iaþle, to. as great. pu ies 4s any.o 

ud therefore, mone. Ns ro be * {ou 67 f 

or to fee it. again; ener c of 
thers, aud. the current way ny rſtoxs.. i Di. 

vines about theſe Myferies; mor to .call 
the different options of. others Herefie | or 
Nonſenſe, which are proveking Wards, and 
tend. very much to inflame Mens. Paſfians, 
becauſe their Faith and Underſtanding are 
both call d in queſtian, which are *ety for 

der things. 

But on the other. fide, a difference _ 
to be made between the Herehie-and Blaſ- 
phemy, of Valentinus, Gentilis, aud the 0 
Pinion of ſuch who maintain the individual | 


and 


|ii 
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and indiviſible Unity"of the Godhead; but 
withal, believe that every Perſon hath an in- 
arvidaal Subſtance as a Perſon,and that Sas 
bellianiſm cammot be avoided otherwiſe. 
Wherein I think they are miſtaken aud that 
the Fathers were of another opinion; and 
that' our Church owns Burt one Subſtance in 
the Godhead, as . the "ſtern Church al- 
ways did, (which made ſuch difficulty abrut 
receiving three Hy poſtaſes, becauſe 'they 
zook Hypoſtaſis for a Subſtance) 'but yer 7 
fee no reafon why thofe who aſſert three Hy- 
ſtaſes, and mein three individual Sub: 
ftances ſhould be charged with the Herefie 
of Valentinus Gentilis,.'0r ſo much 4s ith 
that of Abbat Joachim'by Philoporins, #e- 
cauſe they all rejeted the individual Unity 
of the- Fivine Nature, which is co/tantly 
maintained by the Defenders of the other 
Hypotheſis. - Oh TOIIETT 
But it is ſaid and urged with vehemency, 
that thefe' two things. are inconſiſtent with 
each other ; that it is going forward and 
backward, being Orthodox in qne, Breath 
and otherwiſe in the next ; that 'all "this 
looks like ſhuffling aud concealiny-the true 
meaning, and afting the old Artifices un- 
der a different Form. 'For the Samoſate- 
nians and Arians, when they were pinched, 
feew'd very Orthodox in their Buprefrens. 
| UL 


The PREFACE. 


but retained their Herefies ſtill:in their 
Minds; and theres reaſon to ſuſpett_ the 
ſame Game. is playing over again, and we 
cannot be too cautious in a matter of ſuch 
Conſequence, BE? a 
I grant very great caution 1s needful, 
but the mixture of ſome, Charity. with it 
will do no hart. Why | ſhould we ſuſpect 
thoſe to be inwardly falſe, and to think 6- 
therwiſe than they ſpeak, who have' ſhewd 
10 want -of Courage and Zeal, at a time 
when ſome thought it Prudence to ſay no- 
thing, and never call d upon their Superi- 
ours then to own the cauſe of God, and to 
do their Duties as they have now done, and 
that in no very obliging manner > And if 
the ſame Men can be cool and unconcerned 
at ſome times, (when there was ſo great 
reaſon to be otherwiſe) and of a. ſudden 
grow very warm, and even to boil over with 
Zeal ; the World is ſo ill natur'd, as to be 
too apt to conclude there is ſome other cauſe 
of ſuch an alteration than what openly ap- 
pears. But there is a kind of bitter Zeal, 
which is ſo fierce and violent, that it ra- 
ther inflames than heals any Wounds that 
are made ; and is of ſo malignant a Nature, 
that it ſpreads and eats like a Cancer, and 
if a ſtop were not given to it, it might ex- 
danger the whole Body. 1 amwery ſenfible 


how 
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how little a Man' conſults his own eaſe, who 
ers to interpoſe in a diſpute between Men 
Heat and Animoſtty ; but this moves me 
ery little, when the intereſt of our Church 
and Religion is concerned, which ought to 


prevail more than the fear of diſpleaſing 
| IT 


one or other Party, or it may 


Oderat rixas &jurgia, 
preſercimque inter eru- 
dicos z 4c curpe eſſe di- 
cebat viros tndubitare 
doQos canina rabie fa- 
mam viciſſim ſuam ro- 
dere ac lacerare ſcriptis 
trucibus, ranquam viliſ- 
fimos de plebe cerdones 
in Angiparris ſeſc luro 
ac ſtercore 


be bath. 

do heartily wiſh, that all who 
are equally concerned in the 
common Cauſe, would lay afide 
Heats, and Prejudices, and 
hard Words, and conſider this 
matter impartially ; and T1 do 
eb ep but they will ſee 


cauſe to judge, as I do, that 


the difference is not ſo great as 


TeS. Nic. Rigalt. 'vit. P, 
Pateam, P., 48+ 


our Adverſaries for their own 
advantage make it to be. And 
fence beth fides yield, that the matter they 
diſpute about is above their reach, the wi- 
feſt courſe they can take is to aſſert and de+ 
fend what is revealed, and not to be too per- 
_ and quarrelſome about that which is 
acknowledged to be above our compretenft- 
on, 1 mean as tothe manner how the three 
Perſons partake of the d111ne Nature 

It would be of the moft fatal conſequence 
fo us, if thoſe Weapons, which might be ſo 
uſefully imployd againſt. our common Ad- 
verfaries, ſhould ſtil be turned upon one 


another, 
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another. I know no. manner of .advevtage 
they, have againſt us, but from" thence, and 
ebjs is it which makes them write with ſuch 
Inſolence and $corn towards thoſe ' who are 
far their Saperiours in Learning and Wit, 
as well as in the Goodneſs of therr cauſe. 
And 1s #t poſſeble that fame of our moſs whil- 
fr Fencers ſhould play Prizes before them, 
who plainly animate them againſt each other 
for their own Drverfion and [ntereſt > 'Some- 
times one hath the better, ſometames the 6- 
ther, and one is cried up in Oppoſition te 
the other, but taken alone is nſed with the 
greateſt Contempt. One Man's work is ſaitl 
to be learned and accurate, and the more, Cmſidera. 
beoauſe it follows, that he concerns not #*."he = 
bimſelt with the Socintans. The wiſer _—— 
Man no doubt, for that Reaſon. At ano- p. 1. 
ther time it is called the Burth of the Moun- 
tains, and the Author paraleF'd with no 
leſs a Man than Don Quixot, azd bis cla: p. 13. 
borate Writings with his Adventures, and 
they ridicule his Notion of Modes as if they 
were only ſo many Gambols and' Poſtures. p. 2+. 
And then for bis dverſary, they hearten 
and incourage him all they can; they tell 
him, He muſt nor allow to che other the 
leaſt Title of a'l he: contends for, eaſt 
their ſport ſhould be ſpoiled; and to com- , | 
fort him, they tell bins, that his Adver- * * 


ſary 
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ſary ts a Socinian at bottom, and doth not 

P. 25 know it; that all his Thingums; Modes; - 
Properties are only an Addition of Words 
and Names, and not of Perfons propertly 
ſo called, and that his whole Scheme is 
»othing but Socinianiſm dreſt up in the 
abſurd Cant of the Schools. That his 
P, 19. Book hath much more Scurrility -than 
Argument, that his uſage of him ' was 
barbarous, anda greater Solceciſm inman- 
ners, than any he accuſes him of in-Gram- 
mar or Speech ; and iz ſhort, That his Ex- 
P. 13 plication of the Trinity is a great Piece of 
Nonſenſe, (though it comes ſo near to Socis 
nianiſm.) But how doth the other Anta- 
goniſt eſcape > What, nothing but good 
Words to him ? In this place they had 
a mind to keep him in heart, and only 
charge him with a Herefie which they laugh 
at ; but in another place, they ſet him 
out with ſuch colours, as ſhew they intended 
Defence of only to play one upon the other. They charge 
——— him not only with Hereſie but Polytheiſm, 
fre: 6:4 Which, they ſay, is next to Atheiſm ; 
Creed, that his Vindication is a ſupercilious, dil- 
57. Jainful and peeviſh Anſwer: that he had 
neither Humanity nor good Manners left; 
that there is nothing conſiderable in his 
Books but what he borrow'd from Them. 


Theſe are ſome of the Flowers which they 
beſtow 
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beſtow on theſe Perſons of Reputation in 
Polemick Squabble as they cal it, which 
plainly ſhew, that their aim is, as much as 
may be,to divide and then toexprſe us. And 
ſhall we /till go on to gratifie this inſulting 
Humour of theirs, by contending with one 
another, and afford them ſtill new matter 
for Books againſt both > As we may ſee in 
their late Diſcourſe about Nominal and 
Real Trinitarians, which was intended for 


a rare ſhew, wherein the two Parties are 


repreſented as combating with one another, 
and they ſtand by and triumph over theſe 
Cadmean Brethren, as they cal them. 
Neither are they the Socinians only, but 
thoſe who deſpiſe all Religion (who I doubt 
are the far greater uumber) are very much 
entertained with ſach encounters between 
Men of Wit and Parts, becauſe they think, 
and they do not think amiſs, that Religion it 
ſelf will be the greateſt ſufferer by them at 
laſt: And this is the moſt dangerons, but 
T hope not the moſt prevailing Party of Men 
among us. The Socinians profeſs thems- 
ſelves Chriſtians, and I hope are ſo, (eſpe- 
cially if but One Article of Faith be requi- 
red to make men ſo) but I cannot but ob- 
ſerve that in the late Socinian Pamphlets, 
there is too ſtrong a biaſs towards Deilm, 


(which conſideration alone ſhould make us 
C nite 
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unite and look more narrowly to their ſteps.) 
I do nit charge their Writers with a pro- 
felſed deſign to advance Deiſm among, us ; 
but their way of managing their Diſputes, 
is as if they had amind to ſerve them. And 
ſuch mea who are Enemies to all revealed 
Religion, could not find out better Tools for 
iheir purpoſe thau they are. For they 
&uow very well, that in ſuch a Nation as 
ours, which is really concerned for the Pro- 
feſſion of Religion one way or other, there is 
xo opening profeſſed Schools of Atheiſm ; 
but the deſign muſt be carried on under ſome 
ſhew of Retigion. And nothing ſerves their 
turn ſo well, as ſetting up natural Religion 
in oppoſition to Revealed. For this is the 
way by degrees to looſen and unhinge the 
Faith of moſt Men, which with great rea- 
ſon is built on the Scripture as the ſure5t 
foundation. 

But here it is fit to obſerve the ſeveral 
STeps they take in order to this advancing 
Deiſm, aud how our Unitarians have com- 
plied with all of them. 

I. Zhe firſt point they are to gain is, The 
leſſening the Authority of Scripture, and. 
if this be once done, they know Mens Minds 
will be left ſo roving aud uncertain, that 
_ will ſoon fail into Scepticiſm and Infi- 

clity. 
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W. The next is, torepreſent Qhurch-men 
as Perions of Intereſt and Deſign, who 
mnaintain Religion only becauſe it ſupports 
them ; and this they call Prieſt Crate, ad 
if they can by this means take away their 
Authority too, the way lies Fil more open 
for them ; for it is more eajie, to make a 
Prey of the Flock, when the Shepherds 
are ſuſpeted only to look after their Fleeces. 
Since ſuch a ſuſpicion takes away all T ruſt 
aud Confidence in their Guides; and they 
know very well, how little others will be a- 
ble to defend themſelves. 

nl. Another /tep is, to magnifie the De- 
iſts as Mex of Probity and good Senſe ; 
that aſſert the juſt Liberties of Mankind, 
againſt that terrible thing called Prieſt- 
Craft ; and that would reſcue Religion from 
falſe Ghſſes and abjurd Notions taken up 
from the Schools and taught in the Univer- 
ſities, on purpoſe to keep under thoſe Princt- 
ples of wniverſal Liberty as to Opinions, 
which thoſe of freer Minds endeavour to pro- 
mote. But eſpecially they are great Enc- 
mies to all Myſteries of Faith, as unreaſo- 
yable Tmpofitions on thoſe of more refined 
Underſtandings, and of clear and diſtinct 
Perceptions, as they have learnt to expreſs 
themſelves. Theſe they account intolerable 


@ſurpations on Men of ſuch Elevations as 
EY them- 
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themſelves ; for Myſteries are only for the 
Mob, and not for Perſons of ſuch noble 
Capacities. | 

IV. Zhe laſt thing is, to repreſent all 
Religions as indifferent, ſince they agree in 
the common Principes of natural Religion, 
eſpecially the Unity of God, and all the 
reſt is but according to the different Inven- 
tions of Men, the skill of the Contrivers, 
and the ſeveral Humors and Incliuations of 
Mankiad. 

Theſe are the chief Myſteries of Deiſm 
in our Age; for even Deiſm hath its My- 
ſterics, and it is it ſelf a Myſtery of Ini- 
quity, which 7 am afraid is too much work- 
i0g already among us, and will be more if 
no effettual ſtop be put to it, 

1 call it Deiſm, becauſe that Name ob- 
tains now, as more plauſible and modiſh ; 


for Atheiſm is a rude unmannerly Word, 


and expoſes Men to the Rabble, aud makes 
Perſons ſhun the company and avoid the Con- 
verſation and Dealing with ſuch who are 
noted for it. And this would be a mighty 
Prejudice to them, as to their Intereſts in 
this World, which they have reaſon to value. 
But to be a Deiſt, ſeems to be only a ſet- 
tins up for having more Wit, than to be 
cheated by the Prieſts, aud impoſed upon by 
the common Forms of Religion, which ſerve 
wel/ 
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well enough for ordinary People that want 
Senſe, and are not Skill d in Demonſtrati- 
ons ; but the Deiſts are ſo wiſe as to ſee 
through all theſe things. And therefore this 
uame gains a Reputation among all ſuch as 
hate Religion, but know not how otherwiſe 
to diſtinguiſh themſelves from profeſſed 4- 
theiſts, which they would by no means be 
taken for ; although if they be preſſed home, 
very few among them will ſincerely own any 
more than a Series of Cauſes, without auy 
intelleftual Perfedions, which they call God. 
A ſtrange God without Wiſdom, Goodneſs, 
Tuſtice or Providence | 

But I am now to ſhew, how in all theſe 
points the preſent Unitarians have been ve- 
ry ſerviceable to them, in the Books which 
they have lately publiſhed and diſperſed 
both in City and Country. 

r.As to the Authority of Scripture : They 
have been already juftly expoſed for unders 


mining the Authority of $, John's Golpel, y;, 1; 


IF 


by muſtering up all the Arguments of the old of the 4rch- 


Hereticks againſt it, and giving no anſwers 


made for themſelves > No other but this ve- 
ry trifling one, that they repeat their Rea- 
{ons but do not affirm them. : What is the 


they not affirm them 2 If they are falſe,why 
EY 0 


biſhop"s 
Sermons. 


to them, And what defence ave they ſince y, 5, 


Anſwer t2 
Dr. Eull, 


meaning of this 2 If they are true, why do P. 57+ 
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do they not anſwer them? Is this done like 
thoſe who believe the Goſpel ot S. John 70 
be divine, to produce all the arguments they 
could meet with againſt it ; and never offer 
to ſhew the Weakneſs and Unreaſonableneſs 
of them > Dot, not this look like a deſign to 
farniſh the Deiſts with fuch arguments as 
they could meet with againſt it > Eſpecial- 
ly, when they ſay, That S. Jobn doth not 
oppole them. Why then are theſe Argu- 
ments produced againſt his Goſpel? Men do 
»ot uſe to diſpute again5t their Friends, nor 
to tell the World what all People have ſaid 
azainſt them, and give not a word of anſwer 
ia viadication of them. But they ſay, The 
modern Unitarians allow of the Goſpel 
and other Picces of S. Jobn. A wery 
great favour indeed, to allow of them. 
But how far 2 As of divine Authority ? 
Not a word of that. But as ancient Books 
which they think it not fit for them to dif- 
Hifty of pate againſt. But if the ancient Ebionites 
the Urnita- 
rians,p.1o, WETE their Predeceſlors, as they affirm, they 
can allow none but the Goſpel according, to 
the /Zeb:ews ; and muZt rejed the reft and 
all $. Paul's Epiſtles; and in truth, they 
make him argue ſo little to the purpoſe,that 
they muit have a very mean opinion of his 
Writings. But of theſe things in the Diſ- 
courſe it ſelf. 
As 
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As to Church-men, »o profeſſed Deiſts 
could expreſs themſelves more ſpitefutly 
than they have done, and that againſt thoſe 
to whom they profeſs the greateſt reſpett. 
What then would they ſay of the reſt > They 


% 


hi 


ſay in general, That it is natural to Wortd- con/ſiterar. 
lings, ro mercenary Spirits, to the timo- 9,7 Ex- 


rous and ambitious; in a word, to all 


pltcation by 
the Archbi- 


ſuch as prefer not God before all other, ſp, &c. 
whether Perſons or Conſiderations to? '?' 


believe as they would have it. 

But although the words be general, yet 
any one that looks into them may ſoon find 
that they were intended for ſuch Church- 
men who had written againſt their opinions. 
And the Infinuation is, that if it were not 
for worldly Intereſts, they would own them 
to be in the right. Whereas I am fully per- 
ſwaded, that they have no way to defend 
their Opinions, but to rejeft the Scriptures 
and declare themſelves Deiſts; and as long 
as we retain a juſt Veneration for the Scrip- 
ture, we can be of no other Opinion, be- 
cauſe we look on their Interpretations as un- 
reaſonable, new, forced, and inconſiſtent 
with the circumſtances of Places and the 
main Scope and Tenor of the New Teſtament. 


But their Introdu(tion to the Anſwer to the. 


late Archbiſhop's Sermons about the Tri- 
nity aud Incarnation, ſhew their Temper 


c 4 ſof- 
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Anſwer to 
the Arch- 

tiſh.Serm, 
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ſufficiently as to all Church men. Pre was 
the Perſon they profeſſed 10 eſteem and re- 
werence above all others, and confeſs that 
he inſtruits them in the Air and Language 
of a Father, (which at lzajt deſerved a 
little more dutiful Language from them.) 
But ſome Mens findneſs for their Opinions 
breaks all bouni's of Civility and Decency ; 
for preſently after, mentioning the Archbi- 
op and other Biſhops who had written a- 
gainlt them, they ſay it ſignifies nothing to 
the caſe, That rhey are great Penſioners 
of the World. For it is certain we have 
a mighty Propenſity to believe as is for 
our Turn and Intereſt. And ſcon after, 
that their Oppoſers are undcr the power of 
ſuch fatal Biafles, that their Doqrine is 
the more to be ſuſpefted becauſe it is 
theirs. For the reaſon why they main- 
tain the Doctrine of the Trinity 1s, be- 
cauſe they muſt. 7he plain meaning of 
all this is, that thelate Archbiſhop (as well 
as the reſt ) was a merelelf-intereſted Man, 
(which yone who knew either the outſide or 
inſide of Lambeth could ever imagine) that 
if he were really againſt them (as none 
could think otherwiſe, who knew him ſo well 
and ſo long as I did) it only ſhew'd what a 
itrange Power, Intcreſt hath in the Minds 

of all Church-Men, | 
| | But 
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But what Bials was it, which made him 
write with that ſtrength and judgment againſt 
their Opinions ? Let us ſet aſide all Titles of 
Reſped and Honour as they defire,let Rea- 
ſon be compared with Reaſon ; and his Argu- 
ments with their Anſwers; and it will be ſoon 
found that the advantage which he had, was 
not from any other Dignity than that of a 
clearer Judgment,and a much ſtronger way of 
Reaſoning. Whereas their Anſwers are ſuch, 
as may well te ſuppoſed to come from theſe, 
who had ſome ſuch Bials, that they muſt at 
leaſt ſeem to anſwer what in truth they could 
not. As hath been fully made appear in the 
Vindication of him, to which no reply hath 
been given,although other Treatiſes of theirs 


Iv 


have come out fince. In the Concluſion of anforr to 
that Anſwer they ſay, That they did not the 4rch- 


us, and in truth they had a great deal of 
reaſon to think ſo. But what reaſon do they 
give for it * A wery kind one no doubt ; 


becauſe Prepoſleſſion and Intereſt have - 


taken hold of us. As though we were 
Men of ſuch mean and mercenary Spirits,as 
to believe according to Prepoſletſion with- 
out Reaſon, and to aft only as ſerves our 
preſent lnterclt. - But we never made mean 
Addreſles to lnfidels to ſhew how near oar 
Principles came to theirs, nor made Paral- 
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expe that their Anſwer ſhould fatisfie 792255: 
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lels between the Trinity and Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, as ſome did, and defended them, 
as well as they could, when Popery was up- 
permoſt, But enough of this. 

3.We have ſeen how much they have grati- 
fied the Deiſts by repreſenting Church-men in 
ſuch a manner, let us now ſee in what manner 
they treat the Deiſts. It is with another ſort 
of Language ; and which argues a more than 
ordinary kindneſs to them. In one place they 
ſay, That the Deiſts are moſtly well-natu- 
red Men, and Men of Probity and Under- 
ſtanding; inefte that they are ſincere ho- 
neſt-hearted Men,whodo good by the im- 
pulie of their natural Religion, Honeſty and 
good Conſcience, which have great Influ- 
ence upon them. What another fort of cha- 
ratter is this from that of the greateſt,and in 
their opinion the beſt of our Clergy 2 This 
muſt proceed from ſome Intimacy and Fami- 
liarity with them ; and it is eafie to imagine 
from hence, that they are upon yery good 
Terms with one another becauſe they muſt be 
Unitarians, zf they believe a God at all. 
But where elſe are theſe honeſt conſct- 
entious Deiſts to be found 2 

It is rare indeed for others to find any on: 
that rejetts Chriftianity out of pure Conſci- 
ence, and that ads by principles of fincere 
Virtue. I never yet could meet with ſuch, nor 

hear 
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hear of thoſe that have. And I would fain 
know the reaſons on which ſuch conſcientious 
Men proceeded; for truly the Principles of - 
natural Religion are thoſe which recommend 
Chriſtianity to me; for without them the My= 
ſteries of Faith wou!d be far more wnaccoun- 
table than now they are ; and ſuppoſing them, 
I ſee no incongruity in them,j.e. That there is . 
a juſt and holy God, and a wiſe Providence, 
and a future State of Rewards and Puniſh- 
ments; and that God defigns to bring Man- 
kind to happineſs out of a State of Miſery; let 
theſe be ſuppoſed,and the Scheme of Chriſtia- 
nity will appear very reaſonable and fitted to 
the Condition and Capacity of Mankind. Aud 
the ſublimeſt Myſteries of it are not intended 
to puzzle or amuſe Mankind, as wear Men 
imagine ; but they are diſcover d for the 
greateF? apd beſt purpoſes in the World, to 
bring Men to the hatred of Sin aud TI ove 
of God,and a patient continuance in well- 
doing, n order to a bleſſed Immortality, 
So that this is truly a Myſtery of Godlji- 
nels, being intended for the advancement 
of real Piety and Goodneſs among Mankind 
in order to make them happy. But as to 
theſe Unitarians, who have ſuch happy Ac- 
quaintance with theſe conſcientious Deiſts ; 
1 would fain learn from them, if they think 
them miſtaken, why they take no more pains 
ro 
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to ſatisfie and convince them ; for I find they 
decline ſaying a word againſt them. In one 
place they compare the Atheiſt and Deiſt 
together ; and very honeſtly and like any 
Letter of Conſcientious Deitts, they impure all the 
Reſol. con- Deiſm and moſt part of the Atheiſm of 
Trinity 7% our Ape to the Doctrines of the Trinity | 
Inxcar.p.18, and Incarnation. | 
Is it poſſible for Men that live in our Age 
to give ſuch an account as this of the Growth 
of Deiſm and Atheiſm among us 2 What 
number of Atheiſts is there,upon any other ac- 
count than from a looſeneſs of Thinking and 
Living ? Where are thoſe who believe God to 
be an incomprehenſible Being, and yet reject 
the Myſteries which relate to his Being, be- 
cauſe they are incomprehenſible 2 Suppoſe any 
reject ſpiritual Subſtance as Nonlenle and 
a ContradiQtion, as they do the Trinity 
the ſame Pretences. Is this a fſufſicient rea- 
ſon or not 2 They may tell them, as they do 
as that they can have no |Ceas, no clear and 
diſtin Perceptions of immaterial Subſtan- 
ces? What anſwer do they give in this caſe ? 
Not a Syllable; although they take notice of 
Liner of it. But T hope they give ſome better ſatis- 
Refsl.p.s. faction to the Deiſt ; No, for they ſay, 
This is not a place to argue againſt either 
Atheiſt or Deiſt. By no means : ſome would 
fay, They were uot ſuch Fools to fallout 


with 
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with their Friends. And it cannot be denied, 
that they have been the greateſt Incouragers 
of ſuch kind of Writings, which ſerve their 
turn ſo well; and in pure Gratitude they 
forbear to argue againſt them. 

IV.7o ſhew how near they come to an Indif- 
ferency in Religion, they ſpeak favourably of 
Mahometans, and Jews, and even Tartars, 
becauſe they agree with them in the Unity of 
the Godhead. What an honeſt-hearted Deiſt 
do they make that —_ Mahomet 2 One 
would hardly think ſuch a charafter could 
have come out of the Mouth of Chriſtians, But 
theſe are their Words, Mahomet isaffirmed , 
by divers Hiſtorians to have had no other Ref. con- 
deſign in pretending himlelf to be a Pro- c77nis the 
pher, but to reſtore the Belief of the Unity AIC 
of God, which at that time was extirpated 
among the Eaſtern Chriſtians by the Do- 
Atrines of the Trinity and Incarnation. | | 
Who are thoſe Hiſtorians who give this cha- 
racer of him > Why are they not named,that 
their authority might be examin'd 2 Was 
the Morocco Ambaſſador one of them 2 Or 
Paulus Alciatus, who from a Unitarian ftur- | 
ned Mahometan ? But by the beſt accounts | 
we can meet with, we find that he was a 
very cunning Impoſtor, and took in from the 
Jews and l{hmaelites his Conntrymen, Cir- 
cumcifion; from the Chriſt tans,an honourable 

ment on 
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- in mention of Chriſt, as a Prophet, and as the 
ic, Word and Spirit of God, and owned his 


Þ. 4 Miracles; from the ancient Hereticks he de- 
ver © nid his Suffering but owned his being taken 


de Alco- #þ:1uto Heaven. Tea,he owned,That he had 

_ his Goſpel trom Heaven; but that his Dil- 

ciples-changed it after his Death,and attri- 

buted more to Chriſt than ke aſſumed to 

himſelf. Which ſhews that he had ſo much 

Sence, as to diſcern, that if the Books of the 

New Teſtament were genuine, more muſt be 

given to Chriſt,tha# either Mahomet or the 

Untarians do allow. Let any indifferent 

Reader compare their charafter of Mahomet 

As of a- with that of Athanaſius, which theſe Men 

thanafiue, gzve, and they will eaſily find that they take 

PN. Fe as much care to blacken o0#ne,as they do to vin- 

dicate the other. What Chriſtian Iugenuity is 

here > But Mahomet was a Deiſt, and A- 
thanaſius a Trinitarian. But #hey go on. 

Whatloever the detign of Mahomet was, 

its certain, that Mahometiſm hath prevail- 

ed over greater Numbers and more Natt- 

ons, than at this day profeſs Chriſtianity. 

But how? Was it not by force of Arms and 

the Prevalency of the Saracen and Turkiſh 

Empire 2 No, ſay theſe learned Hiſtorians, 

It was not by the Force of the Sword,but 

by that one Truth in the Alcoran the U- 

nity of God. Ut were endleſs to quote the 

Hiſto- 


The PREFACE thi 


Hiſtorians, who ſay, 7hat it was Maho- 
met's Principle, ro {ubdue all by Force 
of Arms who oppoſed his Religion ; ut 
\ the authority of Elmacinus alone is ſuffici- 
ent ; for in the beginning of his Hiſtory he 
owns that it was his Principle, To make 
War upon thoſe that would not ſubmit to 
his Law. And others ſay, that in remem- 
brance of this, "Their Law 1s expounded Ricard, 
by their Do@ors, with a Sword drawn <2Mfur. le- 
by them,and that it is the Law of the Al- Zen.c.1o. 
coran to kill and ſlay thoſe that oppole it. 
What liberty the Turkiſh Empire allows to 
Chriſtians in the conquer'd Provinces ts 
not to this purpoſe, but by what means Mas 
hometiſm prevazled in the World. 
But ſay they, The Jews as well as Ma- 
hometans are -alienated from us, becauſe 
they ſuppoſe the Trinity to be the Doctrine. 
of all Chriſtians. And what then > Muſt we 
renounce the Chriſtian Dotrine to pleaſe the 
Jews and Mahometansmu/t we quit Chriſt's 
being the Meſſias, becauſe the Jews deny it 2 
Or the ſuffering of Chriſt, becauſe the Maho- 
metans think it inconſiſtent with his Honour 2 
But if this be the truth of the caſe, as to 
Jews aud Mahometans ; no Perſons are fo 
well qualified to endeavour their Converfi- 
on, as our Unitarians ; which would - be a 
much better imployment for them, than to 


6xpoſe 
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expoſe the Chriſtian Doftrine by ſuch Wri- 


tings among us. I am aſhamed to mention 

what they ſay of the Tartars, when they call 

them, The Shield and Sword of that way 

rr ff of acknowledging and worſhipping God. 

P13: $0 that Mahometans, . Jews and Tartars 

are fairly repreſented becauſe they agree in 

the grand Fundamental of the Unity of the 

Godhead ; but the Chriſtian Church is char- 

ged with believing [Impoſſibilities, Contra- 
ditions, and pure Nonlenle. 

And thus we find our Unitarians ſerving 

the Deiſts in al their methods of over- 

throwing Revealed Religion and advancing 

Deiſm among us. And if this will not a- 

waken us to look more after them, and unite 

#s in the defence of our Common Cauſe a- 

gainſt them, I do not think that other Me- 

thods will do it. Por it is become a Reſt- 

leſs and Aftive, although as yet, but a ſmall 

Body of Men, and they tell the World plainly 

Anſwer to enough that they are free from the Biaſles 

bi. _—_ of hopes and Fears; and (it looſe from the 

P. 66, Awes and Bribes of the World. So that 

there 1s no way of dealing with them, but by 

ſhewing the falſne(s & weakneſs of the grounds 

they go upon ; and that they have no advan- 

tage of us as to Scripture, Antiquiry or Rea- 

fon: which is the Dejign of this Undertaking, 


Worceſter, Sept. 30. 1696. 
E. 
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CHAP. L 


The Occuſn on and Deſign of. this 
| Diſcourſe. 


T is now above twenty years fince 
'/T firſt publiſhed a Dzſcourſe about 
"2he reaſons of the Sufferings of Chriſt, 
"(lately reprinted) inanſwer to ſome 

Sdcinian Objections at thar time, Bur I 
know not:how it-came to paſs, that the 
Socixian Controverſie ſeemed to be laid 


ay among us. for many years after; 
B and 


ta 
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and ſo it had continued to this day, if 
ſome mens buſie and indiſcreet zeal for 
their own particular Opinions (or other 
Herefies) had not been more prevalent 
over them, than their care and concern- 
ment for the common intereſt of Chri- 
ttianity ameng us. For it is that which 
really ſuffers by cheſe unhappy and very 
unſeaſonable Diſputes about the Myſterzes 
of the Chriſtian Faith, which could never 
have been ſtarted and carried on with 
more fatal conſequence to all revealed 
Religion, than in an ages too much in- 
ciined to Scepticiſm and Infidelity. For 
all who are but well-wiſhers to that, do 
greediiy catch at any thing which trends 
to unſettle mens minds as to matters of 
Faith, and to expoſe them to the ſcorn 
and contempt of Infidels. And this is 
all the advantage which they have above 
others in their writings. For upon my 
carefull Peruſal of them (which was oc- 
caſiond by reprinting that Diſcourſe) I 
found nothing extraordinary, as to depth 
of Judgment, or cloſenets of Reaſoning, 
or ſtrength of Argument, or skill in Scrti- 
pture or Antiquity, but the old ſtuff ſec 
out with a ew dreſs, and too much uit» 
ed to the Genzus of the age we live in, v:z. 
brisk and airy, but withal too light. and 

[upcr- 
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ſuperficial. But although ſuch a ſoft of 
Raillery be very much'/unbecoming ' the 
weight and dignity of the fubject, yet. 
that is/oot the worlſt part of the character 
of them for they feem to be written, ©2747 
not with a deſign to convince others, Or plications 
to juſtifie'themſelves, but ro ridicule the (4c 771 
great Myſteries of our Faith, calling them wp. 
Jargon, - Cant, Nonſenſe, Impoſſibilities, 22,32 
Contradiftions, Samaritaniſm, and what ghd 
not? any thing but Mahometzſm and De- of che U- 
;/m. Andat the ſame time they know, pre" pl 
that we have not framed theſe Doftines :he 4-c5- 
our ſelves ; but have received them by as #2": S*r- 
univerſal a'Tradition and Conſent of the ""'® 
Chriſtian Church, as that whereby we 
receive the Books of the New Teſtament, 
and as founded upon their authority. So 
that, as far as I can ſee, the truthof theſe 
Dottrines and authority of thoſe Books 
muſt ſtand and fall' together : For'from 
the time' of the writing and publithing 
of them' all perſons who were admitted 
into the Chriſtian Church by the, Form of 
Baptiſm, ' preſcribed by our Saviour, were 
underſtood to be received Members upon 
profeſſion of the Faith of the Holy Trini- 
ty ; the Hymns and Doxologies of the Pri- 
mitive. Church were to Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt ; and thoſe who openly oppo- 
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ſed that, Defrine were caſt out of oe Com- 
munion..of.. it : which. to. me ſeem-, plain 
and pls hokrFan arguments,that this was 
rhe Doitrine, of the Chriſtian Church from 
the beginning, as will appear in the! pro- 
orels of this Diſcourle, The chiet deſign 
whereaf is to vindicate. the Dedtrine of the 
Trinity, 8s it hath:beeo \generally received 
in the..Chriſtian Church, and is cxpre(led 

in the Athanafian Creed, from: thole, hor- 
rible .Jmputations; of Nonſenſe, Contradi- 
tos and. Impoſſibility; with which it. .is 
charged--by our. Puitarians (as they call 
themſelves ; 7 and, that in the an{wer to 
the Sermon lately reprinted, about, zbe 
Myſteries of the Chriſtian Fatth : which I 
{irſt [preached and, publiſhed lome.ycars 
ſince, . upon the breaking out of this con- 
troverſig among, us,, by the Notes ou A- 
thanafius his Creed, and other miſchievous 
Pamphlets one upon; another., ..I:was in 
hopes to have given ſ9me check, to their 
infolent way of writing about; marters ſo 
much.above our reach, , by thewing how 
reaſonable it was. for,us to ſubmit ta di- 
vine Revelation in-fuch things, fince we 
mult acknow ledge our-ſelves ſo much to 
ſcek, os to rhe nature of Subſtances, which 
are' continually before our Eyes ; . and 
rhereſore, if there were ſuch difficulties 
about 
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about a''Myftery which depended” uport 
Revelation, we lad no cauſe to''wonder 
at it; 'but'our buſinefs was chiefly to be 
fatisfied; 'whether this Do@rine were any 
part of that 'Revelation. As"to which | 
propofed ſeveral things, whieh-I thought 

s rex{onable;” to the finding out the 
tane*{ohfe- of the 'Seripture''abour- theſe 
ears; Afﬀter'a:conſiderable-time, they 
— to 'publith ſomething; which 
was 'to-paſs: for:an anſwer to it; 'but'in 


i; they whollyipaſsover that part which © - 


relates'to'theiſente of Scripture," and'run 
ints1their common» place about' Myſteries 
oo Faith; in-which they were fureto have - 


x46 many Friends'as: our Fairtrhad Ene- | 


mies::' and yetithey managed it'in- ſo tri- - 
fling-a'manner; that T did-not then think 
irdeferved an Anfwer. Buta worthy and. . 
judicious Friend was/ willing ts take-that” 


rask;\upon himſelf, which: he-thath very: .. _ 
well diſcharged :-{o-that' ] anvonot/ come: 


cerned: 'to. meddle with all-thoſe'particu- 
lars,: which-are: fully: anſwerdi:alreadyy 
bur;the general charge as'to theiChrilt if 
Church about:the. Dottrine \of+- thei Thins: 
ty, Iithink myfelf! oblig'd rogiveaman= 
{wer:to upon this vccation.: But:before 
koome+to that ince they ſo? cohfidently: 
charge the Chriſtzan: Church. for 1d 'many- 
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ages, with embracing Errors and :Non- 
ſenſe, and. Contradiftions| for Myſteries of 
Faith. 1 deſire ro know (ſuppoſing it 
poſſible for the Chriſtian Church tobe ſq 
carly, ſo. generally, and ſo: miſerably ;de- 
ceived in, a matter of ſuch; moment}; by: 
what light they have diſcovered this great 
Error. Have they any new BookggfScrj- 
pure to-judge by 2 Truly: they had need, 
tor they-ſfeem to be very weary: of:the 
old ones ;: becauſe they find they mill nor 

+:/»er to ſerve their, turn; therefore ''they \miaſter 
ang, 0 old. Objettions againſt them, aid 
£2/.a: give no anſwer to them: they find: fault 
of :he Tri- with Copies, and ſay, they; are corrupted 
enſ2,, and falhfied to ſpeak the Language of the 
Milbourn, Church : they, let fall {uſpicious words, - as 
Pb, af to the Form of Baptiſm, as though1t:.were 
4 inſerted from the Churches. Praftice; they 
p.43 charge,us with following ! corrupt Copres, 
79-7: and making. | falſe: Trauſlations:: without: 
Pp. 29, 39. any manner:of ground-forit.: il: i 1-7 
| And doth not all this diſcover noi good; 
will: ro the Scriptures, :at-ileaſt, as they 

are received: among: us2 And. I deſpair 

of meeting with bettey.Copies, or feeing' 

_ a more faithſnll Tranſlation: than outs is. 

So that -it is plain; (that; they: have: no: 

mind to be;trixd by the: Scniptures.::; For 

theſe exceptions are ſu dy" 

| ( woulc 
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would make to a Jury he is afraid to be 
condemned by. _ 

_ But- what then is the peculiar light 
which theſe happy men have found in a 
corner, the want whereof hath made the 
Chriſtian Church to fall into ſuch mo»- 
ftrous Errors and Contradiftions ? Nothing 
(they pretend) but the mere light of com- 
mon ſenſe and reaſon ; which they call af- 
ter a more refined way of ſpeaking, c/ear 
Ideas and diſtinft Perceptions of things. 

Bur leaſt I ſhould be thought ro mil- 
repreſent them ; I will produce ſome of 
their own Expreſſions. © Inone place they 
ſay, We deny the Articles of the new Chri- 
ſtranity, or the Athanafian religion, not 
becauſe they are Myſteries, or becauſe we do 
not" \comprehend them; we deny them be- 
cauſe we do comprehend them ; we have a 
clear and diftintt Perception, that they are 
aot Myſteries, but Contradiftions, Impoſſibi- 
lities, and pure Nonſenſe. We have our 
reaſon in vain, and all ſcience and certainty 
would be deſtroy d if we could not diſtin- 
gurſh between Myſteries and Contratliftions. 
And ſoon after, We are not to give the ve- 1ijwer to 
nerable name of Myſteries to Doftrines that 7 >": 
are contraty to nature's and reaſon's Light, © 
or which deſtroy or .contraditt our natural 
Ideas, Theſe things I have particular 
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reaſon to take notice of here, becauſe they 
are publiſhed as an A»ſwer to the, forego- 
10g Sermon about the Myſteries of the Chri- 
/1i.n Faith : and this ſhews thei general 
grounds they go upon,; and, therefore. more 
fit to be conſider/d ,here. To, which 1 
{hall add one,paſlage. more, wherein,they 
infiovate, that the. Dodtrine wt..the 7rini- 
ty hath been ſupported. only. oy. intereſt 
and force... Their words are (after they 
have. called the Dodrme.of the Trinity; 'a 
monſtrous Parodox and,Contradiction). This 
in; to Dr. is that, ſay they, (which becauſe all, other 
rs arguments failed them iy their di[putations 
-cr:, p. 4. with, the Photinians and. Arians, ithey at 
laſt effettually proved, 'by. the Imperial E- 
dis, by Confiſcations aud Baniſhments, by 
Seizing. and Burning, all Books, wratten a- 
gainſt it or them, \by capital Puniſhments, 
and when the Papacy. (of which thy . the 
chief. Article) prevailed by Fire and. Fag- 
got. This is anew diſcovery imdecd, that 
the Doctrine of the. Trinity, , as, it. 15, ge- 
nerally. receiv d in the Chriſtian Church, 
is the chief Article of Popery ;. althoughit 
were embraced.. and defended.longibefore 
Fopery was known; and I hope, would bc 
ſo, it there were noſuch thing as Popery 
left in the world. . But it every, thing 
which diſpleaſes-lome men muſt pals for 
| | | P opery, 
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Popery, 1 am afraid Chri/tianity it ſelf 
will not eſcape at laſt : for there are ſome 
whoare building apace on ſuch foundati- 
ons as theſe; and are endeavouring what 
they. can, to remove out of their. way 
all revealed Religion, by the help of thoſe 
two powerfull Machines, viz. Prieft my 
and My/terzes. 

But becauſe I intend a clear and diſtin 
Diſcourle concerning the Doctrine of the 
Trinity, as 1s hath, been generally.” recei- 
ved. among us; I ſhall, procecd. in theſe 
tour Enquiries, 

(1.): Whether it was accounted 3 m04- 
frous. Paradox and.C ontradi/tiog, where 
Perſons were not {way.d by. foes Pug In: 
tereſt. ? 

(2) Whether there be. any. Cad « of 
common reaſon, on which it cane juſtly 
charged with Nonſenſe, Impoſſibilitigs and 
Contradiftion 2. 1. 

(3.) Whether, their Dodtrine about the 
Trinity or ours, .be morc agrecab/e, to the 
ſenſe of Scripture and Antiquity e, 

(4-2 .Whether.our Degtrine Ping ad- 
mitied, it doth averthrow. alk.c rtainty 
of reafen, and makes way for. bel! icving 
the, greatelt Ablurdities under the pre- 
Lence of _ Piafeties of Faith? E: 
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CHAP 1, 


The Dofrme of the Trinity not" recei- 
ved m the Chriſtian Church by Force 
or Intereſt. Wa 


 $ to the firſt, it will lead me into an 
enquiry into the ſenſe of the Chri/ti- 

an Church, as to this Dotrine, long be- 
fore Popery was hatched, and at a time 
when the main force of Imperial Edits 
was againſt Chriſtianity it ſelf ; at which 
time this Do@rine was owned by the 
Chriſtian Church, but diſowned and dif- 
puted againſt by ſome particular Parties 
and Seats. . And the queſtion then will 
be, whether theſe had engroſlſed -Szxfe, 
and Reaſon, and Knowledge among them- 
ſelves ; ' and all the body of the Chriſtian 
Church, with their heads and governors, 
were bereft of common-Senſe, and given 
up to believe Nonſenſe and Contradittions 
for Myſteries bf Faith.” But in order 
to the clearing this matter, I take it for 
granted, That Seyſe 'and: Reaſon are no 
late inventioxs only to be found among 
our Unitarians; but that all Mankind 


have 
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have ſuch a competent ſhare of them, as 
to be able to judge, what 1s agreeable to 
them, and what not, if they apply them- 
ſelves toit; That no men have ſolittle ſenſe 
as to be-fond of Nonſenſe, when ſenſe will 
do them equal ſervice; 7hat ifthere be no 
Biaſs of Intereſt to. ſway them, men will 
generally judge according to the evidence 
of reaſon; That if they be very. much 
concerned for a Dodarine oppoſed by o- 
thers, and againſt their intereſt;* they are 
perſwaded of the truth of it, by other 
means than by force and fear ; That'it is 
poſſible: for men of ſenfe and reafon to 
believe.a Dodrine to. be true on the ac- 
count of. divine Revelation , although 
they .cannot comprehend the manner of 
it ; That we have reaſon to believe thoſe 
to be men of ſenſe above others, who 
have ſhew'd' their abilities above them in 
other matters of Knowledge and Specula- 
tion; 'That-there can be no reaſon: to ſuf- 
ped the integrity 'of fuch -men in'delive- 
ring their'own Senſe, who at the: ſame 
time might far better ſecure their intereſt 
by renouncing their Faith; laſtly, .7bat 
the more Perſons are concerned to efta- 
bliſh and >defend a DoQtine which is op- 
poſed and contemned, the greater evidence 
they give, that they areperſwaded of the 
truth of it. | Tacle 
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Theſe are Poſtulata foagreeableto fenſe 
and common reaſon, ,that IT thmk* it 'an 


affront to;humane Nature to gd about to 


prove: them. But' to ſhew what uſe we 
are to'make of them\;-we mift: conſider 
that.it cannot be denied; that tbe Dedtrine 
of | the Trinity did meet with - oppoſition 
very carly in the Chriftzan Church, _ 
cially: among the  Fewiſh Chriftians ; 
mean' thoſe who-ſtrictly adhered: to- A, 
Law of. Moſes, after the Apoſtles had de- 
clared the freedom. of Chriſtians from the 
obbgation of it: | Thele ( as I:thall-fthew 
by and by ) ſoon after: the diſperfion of 
the Church of Feruſatem, gatlicred into a 
body. by themſelves; diſtin: from that 
which conſiſted of Jews and Gextrles, and 
was therefore called the Catholzck Chri/ti- 
an Church: And this ſeparate body, :whe- 
ther called Ebiomtes,. Nazarens, :0r Mz- 
zeans; 'did not only-difter from:the Catho- 
lick: Chriſtian Church, 'as to the: necelſicy 
of obſerving the Law. of Moſes, but like- 
wiſe:as:to the Divinity of our. Saviour, 
which:they denied; although they pro- 
feſſed to belieye him as the Chriſt or pro- 
miſled Meſſras. - : .. 

. Theodoret hath with very nood judg- 
ment placed the Hereſtes of the; firſt ages 
of the Chriſtian Church, under _ - 

yy 
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ſtint heads, (which others reckon up 
confuſedly) and thoſe are ſuch'as relate 
to the Humanity of Chriſt, as Simon Ma- 
gus, and all. the .SeQs: of thoſe who. are 
called Gnoſticks, which are recited in his 
firſt Book. In hisſecond he. begins. with 
thole.which relate.to the Divinity of C brift h 
and theſe are of two:kinds: . + 
r. The Jewiſh Chriſtians who denied it. 

Of theſe he reckons up the Ebionttes, Ce- 
rinthians, the Nazarens, and Elceſaite, 
whom he diſtinguiſhed from the other E- 
bionites,' becaute. of a Book of Revelation, 


which one E/xaz brought among them ; Epiphan. 
Hzrel. 19. 
n. 5. 29. 
' Wi 2 


but Epriphanius \aith, he joyned with the 
Ebijonites 2nd Nazarens. 

2. Thoſe of the Gentzle Chriſtians, who 
were look'd on as broaching a new Do- 
Arine among them : of thete he reckons 
Artemon as the firſt, then Theodotus ; 
whom others make. the firſt Publiſher of 


it, as 7Tertullian, and the old Writer in Tertul. de 
Euſebius, ſuppoſed to be Caius, who li- p_ 

12rct.c.52, 
ved near the time, and of whom a conſt- Euſeb hift. 
derable Fragment is preſerved in Euſebiug, cl + 5 


which gives light to thele matters. The , 


next is another Theodotus, who framed a 
new Sect of ſuch as ſet up Melchiſedeck 
above Chriſt. Then tollow Paulus Sa- 
moſatenus, and Sabe//ius, who made but 

one 
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one Perſon as well as one God, and1o over- 
threw the Trinity ; with whom Marcel. 
lus agreed in ſubſtance, and laſt of all 
Photinus. But Theodoret concludes that 
Book with this paſſage, viz. That all theſe 
Herefies againſt o0:ir Saviour s Divinity 
were then wholly extin ; ſo that there were 
not ſo much as any ſmall Remainders of 
them. What would he have ſaid; if he 
had lived in our age, wherein they are 
not only revived, but are pretended to 
have been the true Doctrine of the Apo- 
ſtolical Churches? Had all men loſt their 
Senſes in Theodoret's time? And yet there 
were as many learned and able Men in 
the Chriſtian Church then, as ever were 
in any time. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP IIl 


The Socinian Plea for the Antiquity 
of their Doftrine examined. . 


UT this is not the age our 7nitari- 

B ans will ſtand or fall by. They are 
for going backward ; and they ſpeak with 
great comfort about the old Ebzonites and 
Nazarens as entirely theirs; © And that nr. of che 
* they had conſiderable men among them, Unit 210 
<* as Theodotionand Symmachus, two Tran- Sy 
* ſlators of the Hebrew Bible. And among 
* the Gentile Chriſtians, they value them- 
* ſelves upon three Men, Paulus Samoſa- 
& tenus, Lucianus the moſt learned Per- 
* fon, they ſay, of his age, and Fhoti- 
* aus Biſhop of Sirminm. As to the Zni- 
* tarians at Rome, (whom they impro- 
** perly call. Nazarens ) they pretended 
* that their Doctrine was Apoſtolical, and 
* the general Doctrine of the Church 
* till the times of Y7or and Zepherin. 

This is. the ſubſtance of their Plea, . 
which muſt now be examin'd. 

TI begin: with thoſe Primitive Unitart- 
ans, the Ebionites, concerning whom, I 
obſerve thele things : 


1. That 
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1. Tha: they were a diſtin, ſeparate 
body of men from the. Ghriſtian Church, 
Forall the ancient Writers who ſpeak of 
them, do mention. themas ZZereticks, and 
wholly divided from it, as appears by 
Ireneus, Tertullian, Epiphanius, Theodo- 
ret, S. Auguſtin, and others. Euſebius 
ſaich of them, That - although. the Devil 
could not make them renounce Chriſtianity, 
yet. finding their weakneſs, topwre2 eo, he 
made - them his own, He would never 
have ſaid this of any whom he look'd on 
as Members of the Chriſtian Church. But 
wherein is it. that Euſebius blames them 2 
He. tells it in the very next words ; that 
it was for the mean opinion they entertained ' 
of Chriſt ; tor they -look'd on him as a mere 
Man, but very juſt. And although there 
were two ſorts of them; ſome owning 
the miraculous Conception, and others not ; 
yet ſaith he, Zhey at Liſt agreed in the 
ſame Impiety, which was, That they would 
not own Chriſt to have had any Pre-exiſtence 
before his Birth.; . nor that. he was ts; 
A779, God the Word." It's true, he finds 
{fault with them afterwards for keeping to 
the Law of Moles ; but the farſt tmpiety. 
he charges them with, is the other. That 
which 1 inferr from hence is,.. that, Exſe-. 


biss himſelf (ro whom they. ptofefs to. 
| ſhew 
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ſhew greater reſpe@ than to moſt of the 
ancient Writers, for his exattneſs and: di- 
ligence in Church-Hiſtory ) doth affirm 
the Doftrine which overthrows the Pre- 
exiſtence and Divinity of Chriſt to be an 
Impiety. And therefore, when he affirms 
the firſt fifteen Biſhops of the Church of Je- 
ruſalem who were of the Circumciſion. viz. 
to the Siege of it by Hadrian, did hold 
the genuine Doftrine of Chrift, it ruſt be 
underſtood of his Pre-exi/tence and Divi- 
nity ; for the other we fee he accounted 
an Impiety. And he tells us, the Church 
of Jeruſalem then conſiſted of believing 
Fews, and ſo it had done from the Apoſtles 


the Fews. Which is a conſiderable Teſtt- 
mony to two purpoles : 

1. To ſhew that the Primitive Church 
of Jeruſalem did hold the Do@trine of 
Chriſt's Pre-exiſtence and Divinity. But 
ſay our Unitarians, this doth not follow, 
For what reaſon 2 When it 1s plzin that 
Euſebius accounted thar the only genuine 


the miraculous Conception, and that. they 
held that, in oppoſition to thoſe Ebijonites 
who ſaid that he was born as other mn 
are. This 1s very tlrange ; when Euſebt- 
#5 had diſtingnithed the rwo forts of E41- 

C ontkes 


times to that of Hadrian's Baniſhment of 
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Milb.p. 20. 


Euſeb /: 4. 
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Doitrine. No, \ay they, he meant only -e ad 
udic, [ce 


ciet. p76 
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04ites avout this matter, and had blamed 
both of them, even thoſe that held him 
born of a Virgin, tor falling into the ſame 
Impicty. What can fatisfie ſuch men, 
who ere content with ſuch an an{wer? 
But fay they, Euſebius only ſpake his own 
/eaſe. Not fo neither : For he faith in 
that place, that he had ſearched the moſt 
ancient Records of the Church of Feruſa- 
lem. Tes, lay they, for the Succeſſion of 
the firſt Biſhops; but as to their! Doftrine 
he bad it from Hegeſippus, and he was an 
Ebion.te himſelf. Then Euſebius muſt 
not be the man they take him for. For 
it ZZege/ippas were himſelf an Ebionzte, 
and ro'd Euſebius in his Commentaries, 
that the Primitive Church of Feruſalem 
conſiſted of all ſuch, then Euſebius muſt 
iuppoſe that Church guilty ot the fame 
Impiety with which he charges the Ebio- 
1:tes ; and would he then have ſaid, That 
they had the true knowledge of Chriſt a- 
mong them? No, lay they, Eulebius ſpake 
his own opinion, but Hegelippus being an 
Ebionite himfelf, meant otherwiſe. But 
Fuſebius doth not ule ZZege/tppas his words, 
bit his own in that place; and withal, 
how doth it appear that ZZege/apprs him- 
iclf was an Ebonite? Vhis, one of their 
fatclt Writers hath undertaken, but in 

{uct 
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ſuch a manner, as is not like to convince 
me. It is thus, Zege/fippus was himſel Hf tos 
a Fewiſh Chriſtian, and made uſe of the ye = 
Hebrew Goſpel, and among the Fereticks 
which crept into the Church of Jeruſalem, 
he never numbers the Ebijonites or Cerin- 
thians, 4ut only the Gnoſticks, I will 
not diſpute, whether Zege/tppus was a Jews 
11h Chriſtian or not. Grarit he was ſo, 
yet how doth it appear that all the Fewi(h 
Chriſtians were at that time Ebronttes or 
Cerinthians? It ſeems they were neither 
of them Zereticks, although they were 
oppoſite'to each other ; the one held the 
World created by inferiour Powers, the 0- 
ther by God himſelf: the one, we lee, 
made Chriſt a mere Man ; but the Cerin- 
thians held an illapſe of the AZ3os upon him, 
and ſo made him a kind of a God by his 
Preſence, as Neſtorius did afterwards. But 
honeſt Hege/ppus took neither one nor 
the other tor Hereticks, it our Untitari- 
ans (ay true. But yet it doth not appear, 
that ZZege/1ppus was either one or the 0- 
ther. For he ſpeaks of the Church of Fe- 
ruſalem, as is plain by Euſebius, and the Euſeb./. 4 
Cerinthians and Ebionites, were in other © ** 
parts; the former in Egypt and the /effer 
or Procouſular Afia ; and the latter about 
Decapolis and Caleſyria, from whence they 

C 2 {pread 
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ſpr:ad into Arabia and Armenia, as ap- 
pears by Epiphanius. But Origen faith, 
That all the Fewiſh Chriſtians were Ebio- 
nites. What! no Cerinthians among 
them? Were not thoſe Fewi/b Chriſtians : 
Or were they all turned Ehzonites then 2? 
No {uch thing appears by Origer's ſaying. 
But we are not enquiring now, what they 
were in his time, but in the Church of 
Jeruſalem. Doth Origen ſay all the Jew- 
iſh Chriſtians there were ſuch? And as to 
his own time, it 15 not improbable that 
thoſe who then made up the ſeparate Bo- 
dy of Jewiſh Chriſtians were Fbionites. 
But what is this to the firſt Chriſtians of 
the Church of Jeruſalem 2 Very much, ſay 
they, becauſe the firſt Chriſtians were call: 
ed Nazarens, and the Nazarens held the 
lame Poitrine with the Ebionites. But 
the title of Nazarens did not always fig- 


24. 5- mifie the ſame thing. It was at firſt uſed 


Fpiphan. 


haxret. 29. 
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for a/l Chriſtians, as appears by the Sect 
of the Nazarens 1n Tertullus his Acculati- 
on of S. Paul; then it was taken tor the 
Chriſtians who \tay'd at Pe//a and fetled 
at Decapols and thereabouts, as Epiphani- 
s affirms ; for although all the Chriſti- 
ans withdrew thither before the Deſtru- 
Ction of Jeruſalem, as Euſebius ſauh, yet 
they did not all continue there, but a great 

number 
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number returned to Jeruſalem, and were 
there ſetled under their Biſhops; but thole 
who remained about Pella kept the name 
of Nazarens, and never were united with 
the Gentile Chriſtians, but kept up their 
old Jewiſh cuſtoms as to their Synagogues, 
even in S. Ferom and S. Auguſtine's time. 
Now theſe Nazarens might be all Eb1o. 
nites, and yer thoſe of the Church of Je- 
ruſalem not lo at all. 

2. The next thing obſervable from this 
place of Euſebius is, that while the Naza- 
rens and Ebionites were fetled in Cwleſy- 
ria, and the parts thereabouts, there was 
a regular Chriſtian Church at Jeruſalem, 
under the Biſhops of the Circumciſion, to 
the Siege of Hudrian. Euſebius obſerves, 
that betore the deſtruction of Feruſalem, 


21 


all the Chriſtians forſook not only Jeruſalem, Euſcb. 1. 3. 
but the Coaſts of Fudea. But that thev © 5: 


did not all continue there, is moſt evi- 
dent from what Euſebiaus here faith of the 
Church and Biſhops of Jeruſalem ; between 
the two Sieges of 7 tus Veſpaſian and Fa- 
arian, which was in the 18 year of his Em- 
pire, faith Euſebius. Who produces ano- 
ther Teſtimony out of Juſtin Martyr, 
which ſhews that the Chriſtians were re- 
turned to Feruſalem, For therein he ſaith, 
That Barchochebas in thit War uſed the 
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Chriſt tans with very great ſeverity to make 
them renounce Chriſtianity. How could 
this be, if all the Chriſtians were out of 
his reach, then being ſetled about Pella > 


:.6. And although Fuſebius faith, That when 


the Jews were baniſhed their Country by 
Hadrian's Edidt, that then the Church of 
Feruſalem was made up of Gentiles ; yet we 
are not fo ſtrictly to underſtand him, as 
though the Chriſtians who ſuffer'd under 
Barchochebas, were wholly excluded. O- 
rofias faith, That they were permitted by 
the Emperour's Fdift. It is ſufficient for 
me, if they were connived at, which is 
very probable, although they did nor 
think fie to have any ſuch publick Per- 
ſons as their Biſhops tobe any other than 
Gentiles. And Hegeſippus 1s allow d after 
this time, to have been a Jewiſh Chriſtian 
of the Church of Fer»ſalem : to that the 
Church there muſt conſiſt both of Fews 
and Gentiles ; but they can never ſhew 
that any of the Ebionites did admit any 
Gentile Chriſtians among them, which 
ſhews that they were then diſtin Bodies: 
2. They were not only diſtin& in Com- 
mio, but had a different rule of Faith. 
This 1s a point of great conſequence, and 
cught to be well conſider d. For, ſince 
our Unitarians own the Ebonites as their 
Fre- 
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Predeceſſors, we ought to have a particu- 
lar eye to the rale of Faith received by 
them, which mult be very different from 
ours, if they follow the Ebjonites, as I 
doubt not to make it appear. They ay, 
The Ebionites uſed only $. Matthew's Go- —_— 
outs : r. Bu!l, 
Jpel. But the Chriſtian Church then, and þ. ,2. 
ever ſince, haverecciv'd the four Goſpels, 
as of divine authority. EFuſebius, one oi 
the moſt approved Authors in Antiquity 
by our Znitarians, reckons up the for 
Evangeliſts and S. Paul's Epiſtles, as wri- 
tings univerſally received by the Chriſtt- 
an Church; then he mentions ſome ge- 
nerally rejefted as ſpurious ; and after 
thoſe which were doubted, among which 
he mentions the Goſpel according to the 
Hebrews, which the Jewiſh Chriſtians fol- 
low'd. Now here is an apparent difference 
put between the Goſpel according to the 
Hebrews, and $. Matthew's Goſpel ; as 
much as between a Book receiv'd wich- 
out controverſie, and one that was not. 
But if the Goſpel according to the Febrews 
were then acknowledged to be the 7rue 
Goſpel of $. Matthew, it was impoſlible a 
man of ſo much ſenſe as E:ſebius, thou! 
make this difference between them. Bur 
it is worth our obſerving, what our 7/7- 
tarians ſay about this matter. And by 
C 4 that 
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that we may judge very much of their o- 
pinion about the Goſpels. I ſhall ſet down 
their words, for fear I ſhould be thought 
to do tiem wrong. *©* Symmachus and 
* the Ebzonites, ſay they, as they held 
** our Saviour to be the Son of Joſeph 


< and Mary; ſo they contended that the 


* firſt Chapter of S. Matthew's Goſpel was 
* added by the Greek Tranſlators. S. Mat- 
* thew wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew, when 
* it was tranſlated into Greek, the Tran- 
* ſlator pretaced it with a Genealogy and 
* Narration that our Saviour was con- 
* ceived by the Holy Spirit of God, and 
* was not the Son of Joſeph, but this 
* Genealogy and Narration, ſaid Symma- 
* chus and the Ebionttes, is not in the 
* Hebrew Goſpel of S. Matthew, nay is 
* the mere invention of the Tranſlator. 
* As for the other Goſpels, the Ebionites 
* and Symmachtians did not receive the 
* Goſpel of S. Luke : and for that of S, 
* Jobn, they ſaid it was indeed written 
* by Cerinthus, to confirm his Platonick 
* Conceits about the Logos or Word, which 
* he ſuppoſed to be the Chriſt or Spirit 
* of God, which reſted on and inhabited 
* the perſon of Jeſus, Let us now but 
join to thisanother paſſage, which is this, 
** Thole whom we now call Socinzans, 

= * "Wore 
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* were by the Fathers and the firſt ages 

« of Chriſtianity called Nazarexs ; and 

* afterwards they were called Ebionites, 
* Mineans, Symmachians, &c. 

If this be true, they muſt have the ſame 
opinions as to the Books of the new Te- 
ſtament ; and hereby we fee what ſort 
of men we have to deal with, who un- 
der the pretence of the o/d Ebjonites, un- 
dermine the Authority of the New Te{la- 
ment. As to S. Matthew's Goſpel, I ſee 
no reaſon to queſtion its being firſt write 
ten in the Language then uſed among the 
Jews, which was mixt of Hebrew, S ri- 
ack and Chaldee : ſince this is affirmed, 
not merely by Papzas, whoſc Authority 


2 


never went far; but by Origen, Irenzus, Euſeb 7. 3. 
Euſebius, S. Ferom, and others. But [£2445 39- 


muſt diſtinguiſh between S. Matthews's 
Authentick Goſpel, which Pant@nus ſaw in 
the dies, and that which was called 
the Goſpel according to the Flebrews, and 
the Nazaren Goſpel. S. Jerom in one place 
ſeems to inſinuate, that S. Matthew s Go- 
ſpel was preſerved in the Library of Pam- 
phil:s at Ceſarea, and that the Nazarens 
at Berrhza in Syria had given him leave 
to tranſcribe ir- But if we compare this 
with other places in him, we ſhall fnd, 
that he queſtion's whether this were the 

Authen- 
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Authentick Goſpel of S. Matthew or not ; 
Comment. he faith, /t # ſo called by many; but he 
in Matth. , R : 
- > © confeſſes it was the ſame with the E/- 

onites and Nazarens uied. In which were 

many interpolations, as appears by the 
collections out of it in S. Jerom's Works 
and other ancient Writers ; which ſome 

learned men have put together. And 5. 
in Iſo. c11. Terom often calls it the Goſpel according to 
_ the Hebrews. And ſo do other ancient 

| Writers. From the laying ſeveral paſſa- 

Eraſin. ad- ges together, Eraſmus ſuſpects, that S. 
vert. Su- Terom never ſaw any other than the com- 
NIC.C. I. 

mon Nazaren Goſpe!, and offers a good 

rcaſon for it, viz. That he never made 

uſe of its Authority to correct the Greek 
of S. Matthew, which he would not have 
failed to have done in his Commentaries ; 
and he produces the Nazaren Goſpel upon 
ſleight occaſions. But how came the Pre- 
face to be curtaild in the Ebjonzte Go- 
ſpel 2 Of which Epiphanius gives an ac- 
count, and ſhews what was inſerted in- 
ſtead of it: No, ſay the Ebionites, the 

Preface was added by the Tranſlator into 

Greek. From what evidence ? and to what 

end 2 To prove that Chriſt was born of the 

Foly Spirit. This then muſt be look'd 

on as4 inere Forgery ; and thoſe Ebjonztes 

were in the right, who held him to be 
the 
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the Son of Foſeph and Mary. What do 
theſe men mean by ſuch ſuggeſtions as 
theſe 2 Are they reſolved to ſet up Deiſm 
among, us, and in order thereto, to un- 
dermine the Authority of the New Teſta- 
ment? For it is not only S. Matthew's 
Goſpel, but S. Luke's and S. John's which 
they ſtrike at, under the pretence of re- 
preſenting the arguments of theſe wretch- 
ed Ebionites. If their arguments are mean. 
and trifling and merely precarious, why 
are they not ſleighted and anſwered by 
ſuch as pretend to be Chriſtians? If they 
think them good, we ſee what we have 
todo with theſe men ; it is not the Do- 
Arine of the Trinity, ſomuch as the Autho- 
rity of the Goſpels, which we are to main- 
tain againſt them: And not thoſe only, 
for the Ebionites rejefted all S. Paul's E- 
piſtles and called him an Apoſtate and 
a Tranſgreſſor of the Law. What fay our 
Unitarians to this? Why truly, This comes —_ Hy 
from Epiphanius, and becauſe he quotes no qe ; 
Author, it ſeems to be one of his malicious 
Tales. This is a very ſhort way of an- 
{wering, if it would fatisfie any men of 
ſenſe. But they ought to have remem- 
bred that within a few Pages, they alledge *: +* 
Epiphantus as a very competent Witneſs 
about the Ebionites, becauſe he was born 
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in Paleſtine, and lived very near it. But 
wedo not rely wholly upon Epiphanius in 
this matter. For thole whom they allow 
to bethe beſt Witneſſes as to the Dodtrine 
of the Nazarens, ſay the ſame thing con- 
cerning them. As the moſt learned Oci- 
gen, as they call him, who lived a loug 
time in Syria and Paleſtine zt ſelf; and 
he affirms, that both ſorts of Ebionites re- 
jedted $. Pauls Epiſtles: and Theodorer, 
who they ſay, /zved in Cweleſyria, where 
the Nazarens moſt abound, affirms of them, 
That they allowed only the Goſpel according 
to the Hebrews, and called the Apoſtle an 
Apoſtate : by whom they meant S. Paul. 
And the ſame is faid by S. Ferom who 
converſed among them ; That they look 
0u $.Paul as a Tranſgreſſor of the Law, aud 
recetve none of his Writings, Have we not 
now a very comfortable account of the 
Canon of the New Teſtament from theſe 
ancient Unitarians 2 And it our modern 
ones account them their Predeceſſors, we 
may judge what a mean opinion they 
muſt have of the Writings of the New 
Teſtament. For if they had any concern- 
ment for them, they would never ſuffer 
{uch ſcandalous inſinuations to paſs with- 
out a {ſevere cenſure, and a ſufficient an- 
ſwer. But their Work ſeems to be rather 

to 
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to pull down, than to eſtabliſh the Autho- 
rity of revealed Religion; and we know 
what ſort of men are gratified by it. 


CHAP. IV. 


Of the conſiderable Men they pretend 
to have been of their Opinion in the 
Primitive Church. 


Now come to conſider the men of Senſe 
they pretend to among theſe aycient 
Un tarians. 

The firſt is Theodotion, whom they 
make to be an Unitarian. But he was, 
ſaith Euſebius from [renens, a Jewiſh Pro-Eufeb. 1.5. 
ſelyte, and fo they may very much in-" * 
creaſe the number of Unitarians, by ta- 
king in all the Fews as well as Proſelytes. 
But muſt thele paſs for men of Senſe too, 
becauſe they are againſt the Doctrine of 
the Trinity, and much upon the ſame 
grounds with our modern nitarians 2 
For they cry out of Contradittions and Im- 
p1ſſibilities juſt as they do; z. e. with as 
much confidence and as little reaſon. Sym- 
machus is another of their ancient Heroes ; 

he 
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Epiph. de he was, if Epiphanius may be believed, 
ponder-E ferſÞ a Samaritan, and then a Jew, and 
EC 16. Euſebius faith indeed, That he was an Ebi- 
e. 179. onite, and therefore for obſerving the Law 
Auguſt. c. of Moſes. S. Auguſtin ſaith, That in his 
Creſcon. /. t7me the Symmachiani were both for Cir- 
Hier; cumci/jon and Baptiſm. S. Jerom obſerves, 
Heb. c. 3. that Theodotion and Symmachus, both E- 
bionites, tranſlated the Old Teſtament in 
what concerned our Saviour, like Fews, and 
Aquila who was a Few, like a Chriſtian ; 
but in another place he blames a/ three 
Adverf., for the fame fault. Euſebius goes ſome- 
Ruffin. what farther: for he ſaith, Symmachus 
wrote againſt $. Matthew's Goſpel to eſta- 
liſh his own Herefie, which thew'd he 

was a true Ebiontte. 
The next they mention as one of their 
oreat Lights, was Paulus Samoſatenus, Bi- 
ſhop aud Patriarch of Antioch. Burt in a- 
nother place they have a ſpitctull Infinu- 
Anſwer to Ation, that men in ſuch places ar&the great 
the Archb. Penſioners of the World; as though they 
46 were ſwayd only by intereſt ; and that 
it keeps them from embracing of the truth. 
Now Paulus Samoſatenus gave greater OC- 
 caſton for ſuch a Suſpicion than any of 
the perſons ſo unworthily reflected upon. 
For he was a man noted for his Afﬀtectatti- 
on of exceſſive Vanity and Pomp, and wve- 
TY 
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ry unjuſt methods of growing rich. It is 

well we have Euſebius his Teſtimony for Euſcb. 7.7. 
this ; for they ſleight Epiphanius for his © *” 
malicious Tales, and S. Ferom for his Le- 

gends ; but they commend Eu/ebius for 

his Exadtneſs and Diligence. And I hope 
Theodoret may eſcape their cenſure, who Ref#. on 
affirms, that Paulus Samoſatenus ſuited his ®” Bull, 
Doctrine to his z»tere/t with Zenobia, who 5 BY 
then governed in thoſe parts of Syria and Milbourn, 
Phcenicia, who profeſſed her ſelf to be of® ** 
the Jewiſh Perſwaſion. Athanaſius ſaith, Athan. ad 
She was a Jew and a Favourer of Paulus ondhog 
Samoſatenus. What his opinions were, 857. © 
our Unitarians do not take the pains to 

inform us, taking it for granted that he 

was of rheir Mind. Euſebius ſaith, Fe Eufſcb.! 3. 
had a very mean and low opinion of Chriſt, ©*7- 

as having nothing in him above the common 

nature of Mankind. Theodoret ſaith, he 

fell into the Dodtrine of Artemon, to ob- 

lige Zenobi1; and Artemon, he faith, held 

that Chri/t was a mere Man born of a Vir- 

gin, but exceeding the Prophets in Excel- 

lency. Wherethe words +1255; ay Dow DG 

are uſed to expreſs the opinion of Arze- 

mn, which ought to be taken notice of, R-ſponſ 
becauſe our modern Unitarians lay, That _ 
thoſe words amony the ancient I/riters were iz per D. 
taken in oppoſition to the miraculous Con- 2: 
ception of our Saviour, But 
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But Paulus Samoſatenus was univerſally 
diſowned by the Chriſtian Church of that 
time; alchough as long as Zenobia held 
her Power, he kept his See; which was 
for ſome time after he was firit called in 
queſtion for his Hereſte. Bur at firſt he 

Reft avrans made uſe of many Arts and Devices to 
” _ deccive the Chriſtian Biſhops of the beſt 
Artes & Reputation, who afſembled at Antzoch in 
pov Order to the ſuppreſſing this dangerous 

ecrer. . . 

Conc. Sar- Doftrine, as they all accounted it Por 
din. apud hearing of his opinions about our Saviour, 
_ _ they ran together, ſaith Euſebius, as againſt 
13:0. Ed. a Wolf which deſigned to deſtroy the Flock, 
Par. 1693 Now from hence it is very reaſonable to 
c 27. argue, that the Samoſatenian Dottrine was 
Theodor. then Jook'd on as a very dangerous No- 
ang fab. /, 

—_ velty in the Chriſtian Church. For, al- 
though the Ehjonites had aſſerted the ſame 
thing, as to the Divinity of our Saviour, 
yet they were not look'd on as true Mem- 
bers of the Chriſtia» Church ; but as S. 
Ferom ſaith, While they affeted to be both 
Fews and Chriſtians, they were neither Jews 
nor Chriſtians. Artemon, whoever he was 

nas but an obſcure perſon ; and Theodotus 
nad Learning, they fay, but was of no 
place in the Church ; but for ſuch a con- 
{1derable perlon as the Bilhop of Antioch 
to own fuch a DoArine muſt unayoida- 


bly 
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bly diſcover the general ſenſe of the Chri- 
ſtian Church concerning it. Paulus Sa- 
moſarenus wanted neither parts, nor inte- 
reſt, nor experience ; and he was ſupport- 
ed by a Princeſs of great Spirit and Cou- 
rage, enough to have daunted all the 
Biſhops, at leaſt in thoſe parts, from ap- 
pearing againſt him. But ſuch was the 
zeal and concernment of the Biſhops of 
the Chriſtian Church in this great affair, 
that they not only aſſembled themſelves, 


but they communicated it to Dzony/tus Athanaſ. 
de ſertent. 


Dionyſii, 
Pp. 558. 


Biſhop of Alexazdria, and to another of 
the ſame name, Biſhop of Rome, and ©- 
thers; and defired their advice and con- 
currence, who did all agree in the con- 
demnation of his Do&rine. The former 
ſaid, He would have gone himſelf to Ax- 
tioch, but for his extreme old Age ; and 
hedied ſoon after the firſt Council, which 
met at Axtzoch on this occaſion ; but he 
ſent his judgment and reaſons thither, 
which we find in an Epi/tle of his ſtill ex- 
tant, whereof mention is made in the Z- 
piſtle of the ſecond Synod of Antioch to 
Dionyfias Biſhop of Rome, and Maximus 
Biſhop of Alexandria, and all other Bi- 
ſhops, Prieſts and Deacons of the Catholick 
Church, wherein rhey give an account of 


their proceedings againſt Paulus Samoſa- 
D tenns, 
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Euſeb. 1.7. zexus, and they ſay, They had invited the 


c. 39. 


Biſhops of the remoter parts to come to An- 
tioch for the ſuppreſſion of this damnable 
Doctrine ; and among the reſt, Diony/tus 
of Alexandria, and Firmilian of Cappado- 
cta, as perſons of greateſt reputation then 
in the Church. Firmilian was there at 
the tormer Synod, (of whom Theodoret 
faith, that he was famous both for divine 
and humane Learning) and (o were Grego- 
rius Thaumaturgus and Athenodorus Bi- 
ſhops of Pontus, and Helenus Biſhop of 


Tarſus in Cilicia, and Nicomas of Tconium, 


and Hymeneus of Jeruſalem, and T heotec- 
was of Caſarea; who all condemned his 
Doctrine, but they ſpared his perſon up- 
on his folemn Yromiles to retract it ; bur 
he perſiſting in it when they were gone 
home, and treſh complaints being made 
of him, Firmilian was coming a third 
time to Antioch, but died by the way: 
but thoſe Biſhops who wrote the Syno- 
dical Epiſtle do all affirm, That they were 
Witneſſes and many others, when he con- 
demned his Doftrine, but was willing to for- 
bear his perſon upon his promiſe of amend- 
ment, which they found afterwards was 

merely deluſory. 
Dionyſus Alexandrinus, they ſay, would 
uot write to him, but ſent his mind about 
him 


the Doftrme of the Trinity. 


him to the Church of Antioch. Which E- 
piftle is mention'd by S, Ferom, (as writs 
ten by him a little before his death) as 
well as by Euſebius and Theodoret ; and [ 
do not ſte ſufficient reaſon to queſtion the 
authority of that, which Fronto Ducezus 
publiſhed from 7Turrian's Copy, although 
it be denied by H. Yalefias and others. 
It's ſaid, indeed, 7hat he did not write to 
him, i. e. he did not direct it to him, but 
he might ſend it to the Council in an- 
ſwer to his Letters, which he mentions. 
How far it differs from his ſtyle in other 
Epiſtles, I willnot take upon me tojudge g 
bur the deſign is very agreeable to an E- 
piſtle from him on that occaiion. It's 
true, that it ſeems to repreſent the opini- 
on of Paulus Samoſatenus after a different 
manner from what it iscommonly thought 
to have been. But we are to conſider, 
that he made uſe of all the Arts to dif- 
guiſe himſelf that he could ; and when 
he found the making Chriſt to be a mere 
Man would not be born, he went from 
the Ebionite to the Cerinthian Hypothefts, 
viz. That the Ac; did dwell in him, and 
that there were two Perſons in Chriſt, one 
Divine and the other Humane; and two 
Sons, the one by Nature the Son of God, 
who had a Pre-exiſtence, and the other the 
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Son of David, who had no ſubſi/tence before. 
This is the opinion which Dzony/tus ſets 
himſelf againſt in that Epzle ; and which 
therefore ſome may imag/ne was written 
after Neſ/torius his Herelie. Bur that was 
no ew Herefie, as appears by the Cerin- 
thians; andit was that which Paulus Sa- 
moſatenus fled to, as more plauſible ; which 
not only apyears by this Epi:lle, but by 
what Athanaſius and Epiphanius have de- 
livered concerning 1t. 


Arhan, dz Athanaſius wrote a Book of the Incar- 


Incarn. 
Tom. I. p. 


591. 


P. 635. 
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ation againſt the followers of Paulus Sa- 
moſatenus, who held, as he ſaith, Two Per- 
ſous in Chriſt, viz. One born of the Virgin, 
and a divine Perſon, which deſcended up- 
ou him and dwelt in him. Againſt which 
opinion he diſputes from two piaces of 
Scripture ; viz. God was manifeſt in the 
Fleſh, and the Word was made Fleſh: and 
from the ancient Doctrine of the Chriſti- 
an Church, and the Syzod of Antioch a- 
gainſt Paulus Samoſatenus. And in ano- 
ther place he faith, that he held, 7hat the 
divine Word dwelt ina Chriſt. And the 
words of Epriphanius are 


chewle  'Ing8 *Ardeang 3v- ExPrels to the ſame pur- 
n. Epiph. hr. 65. ». 1. pole; That the Logos 


Concil. Epheſin. part. I. 
Supplicatio Baſil, &c. 


came and dwelt in the 


Man Jeſus. And the Cler- 
BY 
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oy of Conſtantinople charged Neſtorius 
with following the Herefie of Paulus Sa- Phot. E- 
moſatenus. And Photius in his Epiſtles *'* 37 
ſaith, That Neſtorius taſted too much of 
the intoxicated Cups of Paulus Samoſate- 
nus; and in the foregoing Epiſtle, he faith, 
That Paulus bu followers aſſerted too Hy- 
poſtaſes in Chriſt, But ſome think, that 
Paulus Samoſatenus did not hold any ſub- 
ſiſtence of the A4oc before, but thar the 
Word was in God before without any ſub- 
ſiſtence of its own, and that God gave it 
a diſtin& ſubſiſtence when it inhabited in 
the Perſon of Chriſt ; and fo Marius Mer- Marius - 
cator and Leontius underſtand him ; who —— 
ſay that he differ'd from Ne/torius therein ; Neſtorii, 
who aſſerted a Divine Word with its pro- "ar 
per ſubſiſtence. But according to them de ſelis.p 
Paulas by the Word underſtood that Dz- 436. edit.” 
vine Energy whereby Chriſt ated, and ——— 
which dwelt in him : but Dzony/ras ſaith 
he made two Chriſts, and two Sons of God. 
But the Doctrine of the Chriſtian Church, 
he faith was, that there was but one Chriſt, 
and one Son, who was the Eternal Word, 
and was made Fleſh, And it is obſervable, 
that he brings the very ſame places we do 
now to prove this Doctrine, as zn the be- 
ginningwas the Word, &c. and before A- 
braham was am. It ſeems that ſome of 
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the Biſhops who bad been upon the exa- 
mination of his Opinions before the ſe- 
cod Synod, which depoſed him, ſent him 
an account of their Faith and required his 
anſwer; wherein they declare the Son 
not to be God, according to God's Decree, 
(which he did not ſtick at) but that he 
was fo really and ſubſtantially ; and who- 
ſoever denied this, they ſaid, was out of 
the Communion of the Church, and all the 
Catholick Churches agreed with them in tt. 
And they declare, That they received 
this Doftrine from the Scriptures of the Old 
and New Teſtament, and bring the ſame 
places we do now, as, Thy Throne OGod 
was for ever, &c. Who is over all, God 
Bleſſed for ever. All things were made by 
him, &c. And we do nor find that Pau- 
lus Samoſatenus, as ſubtle as he was, ever 
imagin'd that theſe places belong'd to any 
other than Chriſt, or that the making of al/ 
things was to be underſtood of the making 
of nothing ; but putting it into mens pow- 
er to make themſelves new Creatures. 
Theſe were diſcoveries only reſerved for 
the Men of Senſe and clear Ideas in theſe 
brighter Ages of the World. | 
But at laſt, after all the arts and ſub- 
terfuges which Pau{us Samoſatenus uled, 
there was a Man of Senſe, as it happen'd 
among 
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among the Clergy of Antioch , called 
Malchion, who was ſo well acquainted 

with his Sophiſtry, that he drove him 

out of all, and laid his Senſe fo open be- 

fore the ſecond Synod, that he was folemn- 

ly depoſed for denying the Divinity of __ __ 
the Son of God, and his Deſcent from Hea- oy 
ven, as appears by their Synodical Epiſtle. 

It is pity we have it not entire; but by 

the Fragments of it, which are preſerved 

by ſome ancient Writers, we find thar his 
Doqtrine of the Divinity in him by zha- Leont. c. 
bitation was then condemned, and the Neſtor: 
ſubſtantial Union of both Natures aſler- 

ted. I have only one thing more to ob- - 

ſerve concerning him, which is, that the 

Arian Party in their Decree at Sardica, 

(or rather Philippopols) do confeſs that 

Paulus Samoſatenus his Doctrine was con- 
demned by the whole Chriſtian World. 

For they ſay, That which paſſed in the Hil. frag- 
Eaſtern Synod, was figned and approved by Pete i 
all. And Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, Theod 1. 
in his Epiſtle to Alexander of Conſtantino- © + | 
ple affirms the ſame. And now I hope, 

I may defire our Men of Senſe to reflect 

upon theſe Matters. Here was no Fire 

nor Faggot threatned, no Imperial Edits 

to inforce this DoQrine, nay the Queen 

of thoſe parts, under whoſe Juriſdiction 
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they lived at that time, openly eſpouſed 

the cauſe of Paulus Samoſatenus, fo that 

here could be nothing of intereſt to [way 

them to act in oppoſition to her. And 

they found his intereſt ſo ſtrong, that he 
retained the Poſſeſſion of his See, till 4u- 

relian had conquer'd Zenobia, and by his 
authority he was eje&ted. This Synod 

which depoſed him, did not ſit in the 

time of Axrel/ian, as is commonly thought, 

but before his time, while Zenobia had 

all the power in her hands in thoſe Ea- 

ſtern parts, which ſhe enjoy d five years; 

till ſhe was diſpoſleſs'd by Aurelian, from 
PagiCriti- whence Ant. Pagi concludes, that Paulus 
| pans kept his See three years after the Sentence 
, againſt him ; but upon application to Au- 
relian; he who afterwards began a Perſe- 

cution 2gainſt all Chriſtians gave this 

rule, That he with whom the Italian Biſhops, 

and thoſe of Rome communicated, ſhould 

enjoy the $:e, upon which Faulus was at 

laſt turned out. By this we ſee a concur- 

rence of all the Chriſtian Biſhops of that 

time againſt him that denied the Dzivinz- 

ty of our Saviour ; and this without axy 

ko and againſt rheir zztere/t, and with 

a general conſent of the Chriſtian World. 

Hufver '» For there were no mighty Awes and Dra- 
bbop,p.54. conic Sanftions to compell, of _ they 
| OMe» 
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ſometimes ſpeak, as if they were the on- 
ly powerfull methods to make this Do- 
arine go down. And what greater ar- 
gument can there be, that it was then 
the general ſenſe of the Chriſtian Church ? 
And it would be very hard to condemn 
all his Oppoſers for men that wanted 
Senſe and Reaſon, becauſe they ſo unani- 
moufly oppoſed him. 

Not ſo unanimouſly neither, ſay our )ni- 
tarians, becauſe Lucian, a Presbyter of the 
Church of Antioch, and a wery learned 
man, joyned with him. It would have 
been ſtrange indeed, if fo great a Man as 
Paulus Samoſatenus , could prevail with 
none of his own Church to joyn with him, 
eſpecially one that came from the ſame 
place of Samoſata, as Lucian did, and pro- 
bably was by him brought thither. 

He had an extraordinary character 
given him by Euſebius, both for his Life Eu{b _ 
and Learning ; and ſo by S. Ferom, with- '*'* © 
out the leaſt refletion upon him as to 
matter of Faith, But on the other ſide, 
Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria in: his E- 
piſtle concerning Arius to Alexander of 
Conſtantinople, doth ſay, That he follow'd Theod.!.r. 
Paulus Samoſatenus, and held ſeparate © * 
Communion for many years, under the three 
following Biſhops: He doth not ſay: that 
he died fo, when he A 

ungacr 
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under Maximinus at Nicomedia ; neither 

doth he ſay the contrary. Upon which 

learned Men are divided, whether he per- 

ſiſted in that opinion or not. Petavius 

Petav.de and Yalefjus give him up; on the other 

repos ſide Baronius vindicates him, and faith, 

H. Valefi- The mif-report of him came from his 

"gy yu zeal againſt Sabellianiſm; and that Alex- 

Baron A. anuder wrote that of him before his Books 

318. ». 75, were throughly examin d ; that Athaxaſe- 
&c , ; 

4s never joyns him with Paulus Samoſate- 

zus; that the Arzans never produced his 

authority in their debates, as they would 

have done, fince the Emperor's Mother 

had built a City in the place where he 

{uffer'd Martyrdom. It cannot be doubt- 

ed that the Aran Party would have it be- 

lieved that they came out of Laczar's 

School, as appears by Aris his Epiſtle 

to Euſebius of Nicomedia; but on the o- 

ther ſide, the great argument to me is, 

That this very Party at the Council of 

Antioch, produced a Creed, which they 

ſaid, was there found written with Lacz- 

an's own hand, which is directly contrary 

Soz 13.5. to the Samoſatenian DoEtrine. Now, ei- 

ther this was true or falſe: if it were 

true, then it was falſe that he was a Sa- 

moſatenian; if it were falſe, how came the 

Arian Party to give it out for true ?- E- 

ſpecially thoſe who valued themſelves for 

| coming 
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coming out of his School, They were 
far enough from being iuch weak men to 
produce the authority of Luczan at Anti- 
och, where he was ſo much eſteemed, tor 
a Dodrine utterly inconſiſtent with that 
of Paulus Samoſatenus, if it were there 
known, that he was his Diſciple, and ſe- 
parated from three Biſhops on that ac- 
count. For therein the Son 1s owned to 


be God of God, begotten 7 the Father be-. 


fore all Ages, perfett God of perfect God, &c. 
Suppoſe they had a mind to ſubvert the 
Nicene Faith by this Creed under the 
name of Lucian, (only becauſe 5unzn; 
was left out) yet what an improbable 
way did they take, when they ſupported 
the main points by his Authority, and 
that at Antioch, where it was greatelt 2 
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great men of the Arian Party had been 
his Scholars, as beſides Euſebius of Nico- 
media, Maris of Chalcedon, Theognis of Nice, 
Leontius of Antioch, and ſeveral other 
leading Biſhops, and even Aris himſelf 
pretended to it. Which makes me apt 
to think, that Alexander knowing thus, 
and at firſt not being able (o well to judge 
of Lucian's opinion, charged him with 
following Paulus Samoſatenus,from whence 
the edium would fall upon his Scholars. 

| For 
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For his deſign is to draw the ſucceſſion 
down from Ehion and Artemon, and Pau- 
lus Samoſatenus, and Lucian, to Arius and 
his Aſſociates; and charges them with 
holding the ſame Doctrine, wherein he 
was certainly miſtaken ; and fo he might 
be about Luczar's ſeparation from the fol- 
lowing Biſhops on that account. 

The laſt our Znitarzanus mention a- 
mong their great men, is Photinus Biſhop 
of Sirmiam. They take it for granted 
that he was of their opinion. This is 
certain, that whatever it was, it was ge- 
nerally condemned, as well by the Arz- 
ans as others; and after ſeveral Councils 
called he was depoſed for his Hereſie. 
The firſt time we find him condemned, 
was by the Arian Party in a ſecond Coun- 
cil at Antioch, as appears by the profelſ- 
ſion of Faith drawn up by them, extant 
in Athanaſius and Socrates. There they 


' anathematize expreſly the Diſciples of 
. Marcellus and Photinus, for denying the 


Pre-exiſtence and Deity of Chriſt. But 
by Chriſt, they underſtood, The Perſon 
born of the Virgin, who was the Son of God ; 
but they did not deny the Pre-exiſtence 
of rhe A53s;, and never dream that any 
could think that Chriſt was to be called 
the Ay©-, from his Office of Preaching, 

as 
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as our modern ©nitarians aſſert. But 

Fhotinus his opinion was, That the AY. Athan. de 

was before all Ages, but not Chriſt, or the _—_— 

Sox of God, which divine word _— p. hon. : 

internal, and ſo it was ever with God, and 

partly external, when it was communicated 

to the Perſon of Chriſt, whereby he became 

the Son of God. But the Arians there de- 

clare their Belief, That Chriſt was the li- 

wing Word, and Son of God before all Worlds, 

— by whom he made all things. The next 

time he is (aid to be condemned, was in 

that which is called the Covncil at Sar- 

dica, but . was the Council of the Eaſtern 

Biſhops after their parting from the We- 

ſtern. This is mentiond by Epiphanius Epiph. ha- 

and Sulpitius Severus, the latter faith he r<t.71.Sul- 

differ'd from Sabellius only in the point of f'," _ 

Union, 1. e. becauſe Sabel/zux made the 

Perſons to be merely Denominations which 

was then called the Hereſie of the Vnionite; 

and therefore Photinus muſt aſſert an Zy- Prudens. 

poſtafis to the AZy@.,, or elle he did not at *P9® 

all differ from Sabe/li+5. And it appears 

by Epiphanius, that Photinus did diſtin- 

guiſh between Chriſt and the Word. In 

the Beginning was the Word, (aid he, but Epiphn.:. 

not the Son, which title was promiſed and 

foretold, but did not belong to Chriſt till be 

was born of the Holy Ghoſt and Mary, 1o 
he 
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he expreſſes it. Herein, faith Epiphantus, 

N. 1,2. he follow'd Paulus Samoſatenus, but ex- 
ceeded him in his Inventions. In anſwer 

to him, he ſaith, that S. John's words are 

not, In the beginning was the Word, and 

the Word was in God, but the Word was 

N. 4. withGod, and the Word was God. Little 
did either fide imagine that this was to be 
underſtood of the beginning of the Goſpel, 

as our modern Photinians would make us 

believe they think; bur Photinus him(elf 

was a Perſon of too much Sagacity to 

take up with ſuch an abſurd and infipid 

ſenſe. I paſs over the fre/h condemnati- 

ons of Photinus in the Councils at Milan 

and Rome, becaule his opinion is not to 

be learnt from them ; and come to that 

at Sirmium, where it is more particularly 

ſet forth, as well as condemned. But here 

we mult diſtinguiſh the two Councils at 
Sirmiam ; in the former, he was condemn- 

ed, but the people wold not part with him; 

but in the ſecond, he was not only con- 
demned, but efte&tually depoſed, the Em- 

peror Conſtantius a profeſſed Arian, tor- 

cing him to withdraw : But it was upon 

his own Appeal to the Emperor againſt 

Epiph. hz- che Judgment of the Council, who ap- 
<7 Pointed JudgesDelegates to hear this cauſe: 


Socr. /. 2. 
c. 30. and Bafilius Ancyranus was the manager 


of 
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of the debate with him, wherein he is $9244 6. 


ſaid to have been ſo much too hard for — y_ 
' Photinus, that the Emperor himſelf or- c. 8. 
der'd his Baniſhment, And I can find 
nothing of his return ; but our ©nztart- 
ans have found out (but they do not tell 

us where) That the people recall'd him, and Hiſtory of 
fo he planted his Doftrine among them, that *#* Unit 
it overſpread and was the Religion of the” © 
Hlyrican Provinces, till the Papacy on one 

hand, and the Turk on the other, ſwal- 

low'd up thoſe Provinces. This looks too 

like mating Hiſtory to ſerve a turn, unleſs 

ſome good proof were brought for it. But 

inſtead of Photinus his returning, and his Omen I 
Dofrine prevailing and continuing there, Ih 5: $38. 
we find Yalentinian calling a Council in 
Hlyricum , and eſtabliſhing the Nicene 

Faith there : and a Council at Aquzleza a- 

gainſt the Arians, where the Biſhop of 
Sirmium was preſent, and declared againſt Ib. p. 989. 
Arianiſm, and joyned with S. Ambroſe, 

who condemns Photixus for making 

Chriſt the Son of David, and not the Son of Ambrof, 
God. Paulinus ſaith in his Life, that he _ Da- 
went on purpoſe to Sirmium to conſecrate Et 
an Orthodox Biſhop there ; which he did, 
notwithſtanding the power of Ju/ſtira the 
Empreſs, who tavoured the Arians. S. 

Ferom in his Chronicon ſaith, that Photi- , 


nus 
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mus died in Galatia which was his own 
Country ; ſo that there is no probability 
in what they affirm of Photinus his ſettling 
his Doctrine in thoſe parts, #/ the Papa- 
cy and the Turk ſwallow d thoſe Provinces ; 
for any one that looks into the Hiſtory of 
thoſe parts may be ſoon ſatisfied, that 
not the Pope, nor the Turk, but the ZTuns 
under Attila, made the horrible Devaſta- 
tions not only at Szrmium, but in all the 
conſiderable places of that Country : So 
that if theſe mens reaſon be no better 
than their Z7/tory, there 1s very little 
cauſe for any to be fond of their Wri- 
tings. | 
But as though it were not enough to 
mention ſuch things once ; in their an- 
{wer to the late Archbiſhop's Sermons, they 
inlarge upon it. For he having juſtly re- 
buked them for the Novelty of their Inter- 
pretations, they, to avoid this, boaſt of 
the concurrence of the ancient Zntarians, 
Anſwer to the followers of Paulas and Photznus, who, 
the Arch- 
biſbey's Ser. they ſay, abounded every-where, and even 
mon ,p. 53. poſſeſſed ſome whole Provinces. This pal- 
ſage 1 was not a little ſurprized at: Since 
Rn" Theodoret, who, I think, was ſomewhat 
Dare. more to be credited than Sandins, doth 
7in0 ſo expreſly ſay, That the Samoſlatenians 


and Phorinians were extindt in his time, 
in 
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in a place already mention'd. But upon 
ſearch I could find no other ground for it, 
but a paſſage or two in Sandius, who is 
none of the exacteſt Hiſtorians. !n one 
place he ſaith from an obſcure Poliſh Chro- 
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Sand. Hrft, 
Enucl, 1.3. 


aicle (extant in no other Language but ,, 357. 


of that Country ) that the Bulgarians 
when they firſt received Chriſtianity embra- 
ced Photinianiſm. And is not this very 
good Authority among us? From hence 
he takes it for granted, that they all conti- 
mued Photinians to the time of Pope Nico- 
las, who converted them. But all this is 
grounded on a ridiculous miſtake in P/a- 
tina, who in the Life of Nicolas faith, 
That the Pope confirmed them in the Faith, 
pulſo Photino ; whereas it ſhould be pulſo 
Photio ; tor Photius at that time was Pa- 
triarch of Conſtantinople, and as appears by 
his firſt Epiſtle, aſſumed their Converſion 
to himſelt ; and inſiſted upon the right of 
Juriſdiction over that Country. Sandius 


P. 372. 


refers to Blondus, who faith no ſuch thing, Blond.Dec. 
+ 2, 


but only that the Bulgarians were conver- 
ted before, which is true ; and the Greek 
Hiſtorians, as Foh. Curopalites, Zonoras and 
others, give a particular Account of it ; 
but not a word of Photinianiſmin it. S9 
that the Archbiſhop had very great reaſon 
to charge their Interpretation with No- 

velty; 
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wvelty; and that not only becauſe the Pho- 

tiniaxs had no ſuch Provinces, as they 

boaſt of ; but that neither Paulus Samoſa- 

tenus, nor Photinus, nor any of their fol- 

lowers, that we can find, did ever inter- 

pret the beginning of $. John, as they do; 

1. e. Of the New Creation, and not of the 

Old; and fo, as the Word had no Pre-ex- 

iſtence before he was born of the Virgin. 1 

do not confine them to the Nzceni/ſts, as 

they call them ; bur let them produce any 

one among, the Samoſateniins, or Photint- 

ans, Who ſo underſtood S. John. And 

Sand. Fif. therein Sandius was in the right (which 

ER ought to be allow'd him, for he is not 

| often ſo) when he ſaith, That no Chriſti- 

an Interpreter before Socinus ever held ſuch 

a ſenſe of the word as he did; and therefore 

his followers, he faith, ought to be called 

Socinians only, and not Ebionites, Samo- 
ſatenians, or Photinians. 

But to return to Photinus his Opinion. 

Socr. 1.2, It is obſervable, what Socrates ſaith, con- 

Ki, cerning his being depoſed art Sirmzum, 

uy & vg. Viz. that what was done in that matter 

.&& yd) was univerſally approved, zot only they, 

eos inly. Put afterwards. So that here we have the 

7s i74r5- general Conſent of the Chriſtian World, 

— in that divided time, againſt the Phet#- 

Tur, MnianDoarine. ' And yet it was not near 


{ſo 


the Doftrine of the Trinity. 5t 


ſo unreaſonable as our Untarians ; for 
Photinus aſſerted the 'Pre-exiſtence of the 
AS ©- and 7ts inhabiting in Chriſt from his 
Conception ; wherein he difter'd from Pau- 
lus Samoſatenus who aſſerted it to have 
been «pon the Merit of his Virtue. In the 
Anathema s of the Council of Sirmium a- 
gainſt Photinus, one is againſt any one that Hilar. dg 
aſſerts that there is one God, but denies _— 
Chriſt to have been the Son of God before pail 
all Worlds, and that the World was made 
by him in obedience to the Will of the Fa- 
ther. Others againſt him that aſſerts that 
there was a Dilatation of the Divine Sub- 
ſtance to make him the Son of God, who 
was a Man born of the Virgin Mary ; this 
appears from 4nath. 6, 7, 9. put together. 
Which is beſt explained by Hilary himſelf Hijar. & 
in another place, where he mentions this ng 
as the Photinian DoQtine, That God the © 
Word did extend himſelf ſo far, as to inhabit 
the perſou born of the Virgin. This he 
calls a ſubtle and dangerous Doitrine. And 
therein he ſaith Phorinus difler'd from Sa- Hitz. de 
bellius ; that the latter denied axy diffe- Trin. 1. 7- 
rence between F:ther and Son, but only in” ” 
Names ; but Photinus held a real difference, 
but not before the Nativity of Chriſt ; 
then he ſaid, The divine Word inhabiting in 
Chriſt made him to be the real Son of God. 

E 2 The 
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The only doubt is, whether Photinus 
held, the Word to have had a diſtin 
Hypoſtafis before or not: Marius Merca- 
tor, an Author of good credit, who lived 

Augult. in S. Arguſtins time (and to whom an 
# 27 Epiſtle of his is extant in the new Edition 
of his Works) gives a very particular 
account of the Opinion of Photinus with 
relation to the Neſtorian Controverſie, in 
which he was very well verſed. In an 
Marii Fpiſtle written by him on purpoſe, he 
Mercat. . r l 
Oper. Par. ſhews that Ne/torius agreed with Photinus 
2.9.17. in aſſerting, That the Word had a Pre- 
exiſtence ; and that the name of Son of God 
did not belong to the Word, but to Chriſt 
after the inhabitation of the Word. But 
he there {eems to think, that Photinus did 
not hold the Word to have had a real Hy- 
poſtaſis before the Birth of Chriſt : but 
when he comes after to compare their 
Opinions more exactly, he then affirms, 
that Photinus and Neſ/torius were agreed, 
De. 12. A- zud that he did not deny the Word to be 
_ On Con-ſubſtantial with God ; but that he was 
128 mot the Son of God till Chriſt was born in 
whom he dwelt, By which we ſee how 
little reaſon our Znitarzans have to boaſt 
of Photinus as their Predeceſſor. 

As tov the boaſt of the firſt Unitarians 
2! Rome, :hat theirs was the general Do- 

arine, 
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Arine, before the time of Victor ; it 1s 
ſo fully confuted by the ancient Writer 
in Exſebivs, who mentions it, from the Euleb./.5. 
Scriptures and the firſt Chriſtian Writers, ** 
named by him, that it doth not deſerve 
to be taken notice of ; eſpecially ſince he 
makes it appear, that it was not heard of 
among them at Rome, till it was firſt 
broached there by ZTheodotus, as not only 
he, but Tertullian affirms; as I have al- 
ready obſerved. 

Thus I have clearly proved, that the 
Doftrine of the Trinity, was lo far from 
being embraced only on the account of force 
and fear, that I have ſhewed there was in 
the firſt Ages of the Chriſtian Church, a 
free and general Conſent in it, even when 
they were under Perſecution ; and after the 
Arian Controverfie broke out, yet thoſe 
who denied the Pre- exi/tence, and Co-eter- 
nity of the Son of God were univerſally con- 
demned ; even the Arzan Party concurring 
in the Synods mention'd by Zzary. But 
our Unitarians are ſuch great Pretenders to 
Reaſon, that this Argument from the Au- 
thority of the whole Chriſtian Church, 
ſignifies little or nothing to them. 

Therefore they would conclude {till 
that they have the better of us in point of 
Reaton, becauſe they tell us, that they 

E 3 have 
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have clear and diſtin Perceptions, that 
what we call Myſteries of Faith, are Con- 
tradiftions, Impoſſibilities, and pure Non- 
ſenſe ; and that they do not rejett them, be- 
cauſe they do not comprehe:d them, but be- 
cauſe they do comprehend them to be ſo. 

This is a very bold Charge, and not 
very becoming the Modeſty and Decency 
of ſuch, who know at the ſame time 
that they oppoſe the Religion publickly . 
eilabliſhed, and in ſuch things which we 
look on as ſome of the principal Articles 
of the Chriſtian Faith. 


AA. 


CHAP. V. 


Of their Charge of Contradifion in the 
Dorine of the Trinity, 


UT I ſhall not take any Advantages 
from thence, but immediately pro- 

ceed to the next thing I undertook in this 
Diſcourſe, viz. To conſider what Grounds 
they have for ſuch a Charge as this, of 
Contradiftion and Impoſſibility, In my 
Sermon which gave occaſion to theſe Ex- 
prefſions (as js before intimated) I had un- 
| dertaken 
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dertaken to prove, that conſidering the 
infinite Perfe&tions of the Divine Nature, 
which are ſo far above our reach, God 
may juſtly oblige us to believe .thoſe 
things concerning himſelf which we are 
not able to comprehend ; and [ inſtanced 
in ſome Eſſential Attributes of God, as his 
Eternity, Omniſcience, Spirituality, &c. 
And therefore, if there be ſuch Divine 
Perfeftions, which we have all the Reaſon 
to believe, but no Faculties ſufficient to 
comprehend, there can beno ground from 
Reaſon to rejet ſuch a Doctrine which 
God hath revealed, becauſe the manner of 
it may be incomprehenſible by us. And 
what anſwer do they give to this 2 

They do not deny it in general, that God Anſwer to 
may oblige us to believe things above our "7.5% 
Comprehenſion ; but he never obliges us to be Trinuy, 
Lieve Contradiftions, and that they Charge Þ: + 5 
the Dodtrine of the Trinity with ; and tor 
this they only reſerr me to their Books, 
where they ſav it is made out. But I 
muſt ſay, that have read and conſider'd 
thoſe Tracts, and am very far from be- 
ing convinced that thereis any ſuch Con- 
tradition in this Doctrine, as it is gene- 
rally received in the Chriſtian Church ; 
or as it is explained in the Athanaftan 
Creed, And I ſhall ſhew the unrea- 
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ſonableneſs of this Charge from theſe 
things. 

1. That there is a Difference between 
a Contradiftion in Numbers, and in the 
N ture of things. 

2. That it is #0 Contradiftion to aſſert 
three Perſons 1n One Common Nature. 

3. That it 1s »o Contradiftion to ſay 
that there are three diſtin Perſons in the 
Trinity and not three Gods. If 1 can make 
out theſe things, I hope I may abate 
ſomething, of that ſtrange and unreaſona- 
ble confidence, wherewith theſe men 
charge the Doctrine of the Trinity with 
Contradiftions. 

r. I begin with the firſt of them. And 
I ſhall draw up the Charge in their own 
words. In one of their late Books they 
have theſe Words. 

Theirs, they ſay, w an Accountable and 


ee Unitar. Reaſonable Faith, but that of the Trinita- 


P. 9.3. 7. 


rians # abſurd and contrary both to Reaſon 
and to it ſelf ; and therefore not only falſe 
but impoſſible. But wherein lies this Im- 
poſſibility? That they ſoon tell us. Be- 
cauſe we affirm that there are Three Per- 
ſons, who are ſeverally and each of them true 
God, and yet there is but one true God. 
Now, ſay they, this » an Error in counting 
or numbring, which when ſtood in wu of all 

others 
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others the moſt brutal and inexcuſable ; and 
not to diſcern it is not to be a Man. What 
muſt theſe men think the Chriſtian 
Church hath been made up of all this 
while? What? were there zo Mex among 
them but the @nztarians? none that had 
common ſenſe, and could tell the diffe- 
rence between One and Three 2? But this 
is too choice a Notion to be deliver'd but 
once; we have it over and over from 
them. In another place they ſay, We p:fen of 
cannot be miſtaken in the Notion of One and the Hiſtory 
Three ; we are moſt certain that One is not Oy 
Three, and Three are not one. This it is 2. 7- 
to be Men! But the whole Chriſtian 
World beſides are in Brutal and Inexcuſa- 
ble Errors about One and Three. This is 
not enovgh, for they love to charge 
home ; for one of their terrible Objecti- 
ons againſt the Arhanafian Creed is, That 48; of A- 
here w an Arithmetical, as well as Gram- *vanaims, 
matical Contradiftion. For in ſaying God Sky 
the Father, God the Son, and God the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt, yet not three Gods but one God ; a 
Man firſt diſtinily numbers three Gods, and 
then in ſumming them up, brutiſhly ſays, not 
three Gods but one God. Brutiſhly (till | 
Have the Brutes and 7rinitarians learnt 
Arithmetick together > Methinks uct 
Expreſſions do not become {ſuch whom 
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the Chriſtian Church hath ſo long ſince 
condemned for Hereſies. But it may be 
with the ſame Civility they will ſay, 7: 
was brutifhly done of them. But can theſe 
Men of Senſe and Reaſon think, that the 
Point in Controverſie ever was, whether 
in Numbers, Oe could be Three, or Three 
One 2 If they think fo, I wonder they do 
not think of another thing, which is the 
begging all 7rinitarians for Fools, becauſe 
they cannot count One, Two and Three ; 
and an Znitarian Jury would certainly 
caſt them. One would think ſuch Writers 
had never gone beyond Shop-books ; for 
they take it for granted, that all depends 
upon Counting. But thele terrible Char- 
ges were ſome of the moſt common and 


Interrogant enim nos 
al:quando Infideles, & di- 
cunt, Patrem quem di- 
citis, Deum dicitis ? Re- 
ſpondemus Deum. Fili- 
um quem dicitis, Deum 
gicitis ? Reſpondemus 
Deum.Spiritum Sanftum 
quem dicitis, Deum dici- 
115 *ReſpondemusDeum. 
Ergo inquiunt, Pater & 
 Filius & Spiritus Sanftus 
tres ſunt Dei. Reſpon- 
demus, Non. Turban- 
tur, quia non illuminan- 
tur, cor clauſum habent 
quia clavem fidei non ha- 
bent. Avg. in Job. Tr. 39. 


trite ObjeRions of Infidels. S. 
Auguſtin mentions it as ſuch, 
when he faith, The Tnfidels 
ſometimes ask us, what do you 
call the Father ? we anſwer, God. 
What the Son? we anſwer, God. 
What the Holy Ghoſt, we an- 
ſwer, God. So that here the 
Infidels make the ſame Obje- 
Aion, and draw the very ſame 
Inference. Then, ſay they, 
the Father, Son and H. Ghoſt 
are three Gods. But what faith 
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S. Auguſtin to this? Had he no more 
Skill in Arithmetick than to ſay there are 
Three and yet but One? He faith plainly, 
that there are not three Gods. The Infidels 
are troubled, becauſe they are not enlizhten'd, 
their heart 1s ſhut up, becauſe they are 
without Faith. By which it is plain, he 
look d on theſe as the proper Objections 
of Infidels and not of Chriſtians. But 
may not Chriſtians have ſuch doubts in 
their minds? He doth not deny it; Ll ut 
then he ſaith, Where the true foundation of 
Faith is laid in the heart, 


9 


which helps the Underſtanding ; 
we are to embrace with it, all 
that it canreach to; and where 
we can gono farther, we mnſt be- 


Nos ergo Fratres, fide 
prezcedente, que fſanat 
oculſum cordis noſtri , 
quod intelligimus fine 
obſcuritate capiamus , 
quod non intelligimus 


lieve without doubting : which fine dubitatione creda- 


i5a wiſe reſolution of this mat- mus. 1bi9. 
ter. For there are ſome things 
revealed, which we can entertain the no- 
tion of in our minds, as we do of any 
other matters, and yet there may be 
ſome things belonging to them which 
we cannot diſtintly conceive. We be- 
lieve God to have been from all Eternity ; 
and that becauſeGod hath revealed it ; but 
here is ſomething we can conceive, viz. 
that he was ſo; and here is ſomething we 
cannot conceive, viz. How be was ſo. This 
Inſtance 


60 


Anſwer to 
Serm. P. 5. 


A Vindication of 


Inſtance I had produced in my Sermon, to 
ſhew that we might be obliged to believe 
ſuch things concerning God, of which 
we cannot have a clear and diſtin No- 
tion ; as that God was from all Eternity, 
although we cannot conceive in our 
minds, how he could be from himſelr. 
Now, what faith the Z#tarian to this, 
who pretended to anſwer me? He faith, 
If God muſt be from himſelf, then an Fter- 
nal God is a Contradifion ; for that implies, 
that he was before he was ; and fo charges 
me with eſpouſing the cauſe of Atheiſts. | 
wiſh our 7»itarians were as free from this 
Charge as I am. But this 1s malicious ca- 
villiog. For my deſign was only to thew, 
that we could have no diſtin conception 
of ſomething which we are bound to be- 
lieve. For upon all accounts we are bound 
to believe an Eternal God, and yet we 
cannot form a diſtin and clear Idea of the 
manner 6f it. Whether being trom him- 
ſelf be taken poſitzvely, or negatively, the 
matter 1s not cleared ; the one is Abſurd, 
and the other unconceivable by us. But 
{till I fay, it isa thing that we are bound 
to believe ſtedfaitly, although it is above 
our comprehenſion. But inſtead of an- 
{wering to this, he runs out into an Exa- 
mination of one notion of Eternity ; and 

as 
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as he thinks, ſhews ſome Abſurdities in 

that, which arealready an{wer'd. But that 

was not my meaning, but to ſhew that 

we could have no clear and diſtin Noti- 

on of Eternity ; andif his Arguments were 

good they prove what Iaimed it, at leaſt 

as to that part ; and himſelf produces my 

own Words to ſhew, that there were ſuch 

difficulties every way, which we could 

not maſter ; and yet are bound to believe, 

that neceſſary Exiſtence 1s an inſeparable 

Attribute of God. So that here we have 

a clear inſtance of what S. Auguſtin ſaith, 

That we may believe ſomething upon 

full Conviction, as that God is eternal ; 

and yet there may remain ſomething 

which we cannot reach to by our under- 

ſtanding, viz. the manner how Eternity 

is to be conceived by us; which goes a 

great way towards clearing the point 

of the Trinity. notwithſtanding the Diffi- 

culty in our concciving the manner how 

Three ſhould be One, and One Three. 

But S. Augu/lindoth not give 

it over {o; Let us keep /t edfaſt, A fundamento fidei 

ſaith he, to the Foundation of 502 recedamus, ur ad 
: : culmen PerfeQtionis ve. 

our Faith, that we may arrive giamus. Deus et Pater, 


zo the top of Perfetlion ; the Deuseſt Filius, Deuseft 
M vprriens Sanctus, & ta- 

men Pater non eſt qui Filius; nec Filius eſt qui Pater, nec Spi- 

ritus ganas, Parris & Fill Spuitus, Parer eſt aut Filius. 16:4, 


Father 
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Father is God, the Son is God, the Holy 
Ghoſt is God; the Father is not the Son, 
nor the Son the Father, nor the Holy Ghoſt 


either Father or Son. 


Trinitas unus Deus, 


Trinitas una /Erernitas, 


nna Poteſtas, una Maje- 
ſtas, tres Perſonz fed 
non tres Du. 


And he goes on, 
The Trinity is one God, one Eter- 
nity.one Power one Majeſty,Three 
Perſons and one God. So it is in 
Eraſmus his Edition ; but the 
late Editors ſay, that the word 


Perſons was not in their Manuſcripr. 
And it is not material in this Place, ſince 
cllewhere he approves the uſe of the word 


Non audemus dicere 
unam | Eſſentiam ties 
Subſtantias, fed unam 
Eftentiam vel Subſtanti- 
am, tres autem Perſonas, 
quemadmodum multi 
Latini iſta tra&tantes Se 
digni auCoritate dixe- 
runt, cum alium mo- 
dum aptiorem non 10- 
venitrent, quo enuncia- 
rent verbis, quod ſine 
verbis intelligebant Aug. 
de Trinit, l.5.c. 8. 


Perſons, as the fitteſt to expreſs 
our meaning in this Caſe. For 
fince ſome Word muſt be agreed 
upon, to declare our Senſe by, he 
faith, thoſe who underſtood the 
Propriety of the Latin tongue, 
could not pitch upon any more 
proper than that, to fignifie that 
they did not meay three diſtintt 
Eſſences, but the ſame Eſſence 
with a different Hypoſtafis , 


founded in the relation of one to the other ; 
as Father and Son have the ſame Divine 
Eſſence, but the Relations being ſo different 
that one cannot be confounded with the other, 
that which reſults from the Relation being 
joyned with the Eſſence, was it which was 
called a Perſon. 


But 
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But faith S. Auguſtin, The 
Caviller will ask, if there be 
Three, what Three are they ? 
He anſwers, Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt. But then he di- 
ſtinguiſhes between what they 
are in themſelves, and what 
they are to each other. 7he 
Father as to himſelf is God, but 
as to the Son he 1s Father : the 
Son as to himſelf is God, but as 
to the Father he is the Son. 


Nunc mihi Calumnia» 
tor reſpondeat, quid er- 
go tres? Ecce inquit tres 
dixiſti, ſed quid tres ex- 
prime ? Immo tu nume- 
ra. Nam ego compleo 
tres cum dico, Pater & 
Filius & Spiritus Sanus. 
1d. wubi ſupra. Id enim 
quod Pater ad ſe eſt, De- 
us eft, quod ad Filium 
eft, Pater eſt : quod Ft- 
lius ad ſeipſum eſt, De- 
us eſt : quod ad Patrem 
eſt, Filius eſt. 


But how is it poſſible to underſtand this ? 
Why, ſaith he, Take two men, Father and 
Son; the one as to himſelf ss%a Man, but 
as to the Son a Father ; the Son, as to him- 
ſelf is a Man, but as to the Father, he u a 
Son: But theſe two have the ſame common 
Nature. 

But, faith he, Wil it not hence follow, 
that as theſe are two Men, ſo the Father 
and Son in the Divine Eſſence 


muſt be two Gods? No, there 
lies the difference between the 
Humane and Divine Nature. 


That one cannot be multiplied 


and divided as the other 


Sed non quomodo illt 


duo homines ſunt fic iſti 


duo Dit. Quare hoc non 
eſt ita ibi? Quiaillud a- 
liud, hoc autem aliud 
eſt, quia illa Divinitas 
eſt, hec humanicas. 


. 
And therein lies the true Solution of 
the Difficulty, as will appear afterwards. 

When 
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Ubi cogitare cceperis, 
incipis numerare ; ubi 
numeraveris, quid nu- 
meraveris, Non pores re- 
ſpondere. . Pater, Pater 
eſt; Filius, Filius ; Spi- 
ritus Sanus, Spiritus 
Sanctus eſt. Quid ſunt 
it tres? non tres Dit? 
Non Non tres omnipo- 
tentes? Non, ſed unus 
Omnipotens. Hoe ſo- 
lo numerum inſinuant, 
quod ad invicem ſunt 
non quod ad ſe ſunt. 
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When you begin to count, faith 
he, you go on, One, Two and 
Three. But when you have 
reckou'd them what i it you 
have been Counting? The Fa- 
ther u the Father, the Son the 
Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, the 
Holy Ghoſt. What are theſe 
Three: Are they not three 
Gods 2 No, are they not three 
Almighties No, They are ca- 


pable of Number as to their 
Relation to each other; but not as to their 
Eſſence which is but One. 

The ſubſtance of the Anſwer lies here, 
the Divine Eſſence is that alone which 
makes God, that can be but One, and 
rheretore the: e can be no more Gods than 
one. Bur becauſe the ſame Scripture, 
which aſſures us of the Unity of the Di- 
vine Eſſence, doth likewiſe joyn the Son 
and Holy Ghoſt in the ſame Attributes, 
Operations and Worlhip, therefore as to 
the mutual Relations, we may reckon 
Three, but as to the Divine Eſſence, that 
can be no more than One. 

Boethius was agreat Man in all reſpe&s, 
for his 2uality, as well as for his Ski// in 
Philoſophy and Chriſtianity ; and he wrote 
2 thort but learced Diſcourſe to clear this 
matter. 


Bocth. 0- 
Per.p.1121. 
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Matter. The Catholick Dofrine of the Trini- 
ty, faith he. is thi ; the Father is God, the 
Son God and the Holy Ghoſt ; but they are not 
three Gods But one God. And yet ( which 
our Unitarians may wonder at ) this very 
man hath written a learned Book of 
Arithmetick. But how doth he make this 
out 2 How is it poſlible for Three to be 
But One ? Firſt he ſhews, © That there can 
* be but one Divine Eſſence ; for to make 
* more than One muſt ſuppoſe a Diver- 
* ſity. Principium enim Pluralitatis Alte- 
* ritas eſt. If you make a real difference 
« in Nature as the Arzaxs did, then there 
« mu't be as many Gods, as there are 
« different Natures. Among :nen, there 
& are different individuals of the ſame 
* kind ; but, faith he, it is the Diverſity 
* of Accidents which makes ir; and if 
« you can abſtra& from all other Acci- 
«* dents, yet they muſt have a different 
< Place, for two Bodies cannot be in the 
* ſame place. The Divine Eſſence is 
«* ſimple and immaterial, and is what it 
*< is of it ſelf; bur other things are what 
« they are made, and conſiſt of Parts, and 
* therefore may be divided. Now that 
* which is of it (ſelf can be but One; and 
* therefore cannot be numbred. And 
* one God cannot differ from another, e- 
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* ther by Accidents or ſubſtantial Diffe- 


© rences, 


But faith he, there is a two- 


* fold Number ; one by which we reckon ; 
* and another in the things reckoned. 


Numerus enim du- 
plex eſt, unus quidem, 
quo numeramus, alter 
verd qui inrebus nume- 
rabilibus conſtat ; Ergo 
in Numero quo nume- 
ramus, repctitio unita- 
tum facit Pluralitatem ; 
in rerum Vero numero 
non facit Pluralitatem 
Unitatum repetitio. 


* And the repeating of Units 
*1n the former makes a Plu- 
* rality, but not in the lat- 
* ter. It may be ſaid, that this 
* holds where there are only 
* difterent Names for the ſame 
"* thing ; but here is a real 
* Diſtintion of Father, Son 
* and Holy Ghoſt. But then 
© he ſhews, © That the diffe- 


* rence of Relation, can make no Alte- 
* ration in the Effence ; and where there 
* is no Diverſity, there can be but one 
* Eflence, although the different Relation 


Tra igitur ſubſtantia 
continet Unitatem, re- 
Jatio vero mulriplicat 
Trinitatem. Nam 1- 
dem Pater qui Filius 
non eſt; nec idem uter- 
que qu1 Spiricus SanCtus, 
Idem tamen Deus eſt, 
Pater, Filius & Spiritus 
Sanctus. 


cc 


may make three Perſons. 
This is the ſubſtance of what 
he ſaith concerning this Diffi- 
culty, which, as he ſuggeſts, 
ariſes from our Imaginations, 
which are ſo filled with the 
Diviſion and Multiplicity of 
compound & material things, 
thar it is a hard matter for 


them ſo to recollect themiclvesas to con- 
fider the firſt Princ:ples and Grounds of 
Unity and Diverſity. Bur it our Vnitartans 


have 
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have not throughly confider'd thoſe foun- 
dations, they mult, as they ſay to one 
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of their Adverfarics, argue like novices in 4n/wer td 


theſe queFtions. For thele are ſome of the 
moſt neceſſary Speculations for under- 
ſtanding theſe matters ; as what that T- 
nity is which belongs to a perfect Being ; 
what Diverſity is required to multiply an 
infinite Eſſence, which kath Zxzty in its 
own Nature: whether it be therefore pof- 
ſible, that there ſhould be more divine 
Eſſences than one, ſince the ſame eſſen-« 
tial Attributes muſt be, where ever there 
is the divine Eſſence? Whetier there can 
be more Zadividuals, where there is no 
Diſſimilitude, and can be no Diviſion or 
Separation > Whether a ſpecifick divine 
Nature be not inconſiſtent with the ab- 
ſolute Perfe&tion, and neceſlary Exiſtence 
which belongs toit 2 Whether the divine 
Nature can be iud7vidually the ſame, and 
yet there be ſeveral individual Eſſences : 
Theſe and a great many other Queſtions 
it will be neceſſary for them to reſolve, 
before they can fo peremptorily pro- 
nounce, that the Doctrine of the Trinity 
doth imply a ContradiQtion on the ac- 
count of the Numbers of Three and Oxs. 
And to & come to the ſecond Particular. 


F 2 CHAP. 


Milb.p 5z. 
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CHAP IVY. 
No Contradifion for three Perſons to 


be in one common Nature. 


II. Hat it is no contradiction to aſſert 

Kk three Perſons in one common Na- 
t:re. T thall endeavour to make theſe 
matters as clear as I can; for the great- 
eſt difficulties in moſt mens minds have 
riſen from the want of clear and diſtinct 
apprehenſions of thoſe fundamental No- 
tions, which are neceſfary in order tothe 
right underſtanding of them. 

i. We are to diſtioguiſh between the 
Being of a thing, and a thing in Being ; 
or between Eſſence and Exiſtence. 

2. Between the Unity of Nature or 
Eſſence, and of Exiftence or Individuals 
of the {ame Nature. 

3. Between the Notion of Perſons in 
a finite and limited Nature, and ina Being 
uncapable of Diviſion and Separation. 


1, Between the Being of a thing, and 

2 thing in Being. By the former we mean 
the Nature and Eſſential Properties of a 
thing ; whereby it is diſtinguiſhed _ 
al 
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all other kinds of Beings. So God and 
his Creatures are cflenrially diſtinguiſh- 
ed from each other by ſuch Attributes 
which are incommunicable; and the 
Creatures of ſeveral kinds are diſtinguiſh- 
ed by their Natures or Eſſences ; for the 
Eſſence of a Man and of a Brute are nor 
barely diſtinguiſhed by 7zdividuals, but 
bv their kinds. And that which doth 
conſtitute a diſtin kind is One and In- 
diviſible in it ſelf: for the Efſence of a Man 
is but one and can be no more; for if 
there were more, the kind would be al- 
ter'd ; ſo that there can be but one com- 
mon Nature or Eſſence to all the Indivi- 
duals of that kind. But becauſe theſe In- 
dividuals may be or may not be, there- 
fore we muſt diſtinguiſh them as they 
are in actua] Being, trom what they are 
in their common Nature ; for that conti- 
nues the ſame, under all the Variety and 
Succeſſion of Individuals. 

2, We muſt now diſtinguiſh the Znzty 
which belongs to the common Nature, 
from that which belongs to the Individu- 
als in actual Being. And the Unity of 
Eſſence is twofold : . 

:. Where the Eſſence and Exiſtence 
are the ſame, z. e. where neceſſary Ex- 
iſtence doth belong to the Eſſence, as it 
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is in God, and in him alone; it being an 
eſſential and incommunicable Perfection. 

2. Where the Exiſtence 1s contingent, 
and belongs to the Will of another; and 
ſo it is in all Creatures, IntelleQual and 
Material, whoſe actual being is depen- 
dent on the Will of God. 

The Unity of Exiſtence may be conſi- 
derd two ways. NET 

x. As to it ſelf, and fo it isealled F- 
dentity ; or a thing continuing the fame 
with it felt: the Foundation whereof in 
Man is that vital-Principle which reſults 
from the Union of Soul and Body, For 
as long as that continues, notwith{lang- 
ing the great variety of changes in the 
material Parts, the Man continues entire- 
ly the ſame. 

2. The Unity of Exiſtence as to Indi- 
viduals may be confider d as ro others, 
7. e. as every one {lands divided from e- 
very other Individual of the ſame kind ; 
although they do all partake of the ſame 
common Eſſence. And the clearing of 
this is the main point, on which the right 
Notion of theſe matters depends. | 

In order to that, we muſt conſider 
two things. 

1, What that is, whereby we perceive 
the diffexence of Individuals? 

2, What 
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2. What that is, which really makes 
two Beings of the ſame kind to be difle- 
rent from each other? 

rt. As to the reaſon of our Perception 
of the difference berween Individuals of 
the ſame kind, it depends on theſe things. 

I. Difference of outward Accidents, 
as Features, Age, Bulk, Meen, Speech, 
Habit and Place. 

2. Difference of inward Qualities and 
Diſpoſitions; which we perceive by ob- 
ſervation, and ariſe either from Conſti- 
tution, or Education, or Company, or 
acquired Habits. 

,2. As to the true ground of the real 
Difference between the Exiſtence of one 
Individual from the reſt, it depends up- 
on the ſeparate Exiſtence which it hath 
from all others. For that which gives it 
a Being diſtin from all others and divi- 
ded by Individual Properties, is the true 
ground of the difference between them, 
and that can be no other but the Will of 
God. And no conſequent Faculties or 
Acts of the Mind by Selt-Refleion, &c. 
can be the reaſon of this difference; be- 
cauſe the difference muſt be ſuppoſed 
antecedent to them. And nothing can 
be ſaid to make that, which muſt be ſup- 
poſed to be before it ſelf; for there muſt 
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be a diſiint Mind in Being from al! other 
Minds, before it can refe& upon it (cf. 

But we are not yet come to the bot- 
tom of this matter. For as to [ndividu- 
al Perſons, there are theſe things ſtill to 


| be conſider'd. 


1. Actual Exiſtence in it ſelf, which 
hath a Mode belonging to it, or elſe the 
humane Nature of Chriſt could not have 
been united with the divine, but it muſt 
have had the perſonal Subfitence, and con- 
{cquently there muſt have been two Per- 
ſons in Chriſt. 

2. A ſeparate and divided Exiſtence 
from all others, which ariſes from the 
actual Exiſtence, but may be diſtinguiſh- 
ed from it; and ſothe humane Nature of 
Chriſt, although it had_ the Subſiſtence 
proper to Being, yet had not a ſeparate 
Exiſtence, after the Hypoſtatical Union. 

3. The peculiar manner of Subſiſtence, 


which lies in ſuch properties as are in- 


communicable to any other; and herein 
lies the proper reaſon of Perſonality. Which 


\ dath not conſiſt in a mere [ntelligevt Be- 


ing, but in that peculiar manner of Sub- 
ſiſtence, in that Being which can be in 
no other. For when the common Na- 
tyre doth ſubſiſt in Individuals, there is 
not anly a ſeparate Exiſtence, but ſome- 
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thing ſo peculiar to it ſelf, that it can be 
communicated to no other. And this 1s 
that which makes the d:ſ{tintion of Per- 
ſons. 

4. There is a common Nature which 
muſt be joyned with this manner of Sub- 
ſiſtence ro make a Perſon; otherwiſe it 
would be a mere Mode; bur we never 
conceive a Perſon without the Eſſence in 
Conjunction with it. But here appears 
no manner of contradiction in aſſerting 
ſeveral Perions in one and the ſame com- 
mon Nature. 

5. The Individuals of the ſame kind 
are ſaid to differ in number from each 


other, becauſe of their diftcrent Accidents 


and ſeparate Exiſtence. For ſo they are 
capable of being numbred. Whatever 
is compounded is capable of number as 
to its parts, and may be ſaid to be one 


| by the Union of them; whatever is ſe- 


parated from another is capable of num- 
ber by diſtintion. Burt where there can 
beno Accidents nor Diviſion, there muſt 
be perfect Unity. 

6. There muſt be a Separation in Na- 
ture, Where-ever there is a difference of 
Individuals under the fame kind. I do 
not ſay there muſt be an atual Separation 
and Dzvifion as to place, but that there - 

an 


73 


S We 


- wet Ig ay eh ”m "er > Wee 1 =p ies 5 =" - 2X by B —=A Fo RR 
. Pu _—_y * "i - ** + T Ss * 


74 A Vindication of 


and muſt be ſo in Nature, where one 
h—_— common Nature (ubſilts in ſeveral Indivi- 
Yo: duals. For all Individuals muſt divide 


Te val) &- : 

x450r,0va- the Species, and the common Nature unites 
"yp Fong them. And this Philoponus underſtood 
mai3v 3 Very well, and theretore he never denied 


xory5y. ſuch a Diviſion and Separation in the di- 


1PBYT- vine Perſons, as is implied in diſtin 7#- 
36. dividuals; which is the laſt thing to be 
—_ contider'd here. 

18. £.47- 3. We are now to enquire how far 


theſe things will hold as to the Perſons 
in the Trinity, and whecher it be a Cor- 
tradition to aflert three Perſons in the 
Godhead and but oxe God. We are very 
tar from diſputing the Tazty of the. d/7- 
vine Eſſence, which we aſſert to be fo 
perfect and indiviſible, as not to be capa- 
ble of ſuch a difference of Perſons as is 
among Men. Becauſe there can be no 
difference of Accidents, or Place, or Qua- 
lities in the divine Nature ; and there can 
be no ſeparate Exiſtence, becauſe the E(- 
ſence and Exiſtence are the ſame in God ; 
and if »eceſſary Exiſtence be an inſepara- 
ble Artribate of the divine Eflence, it is 
impoſſible there ſhould be any ſeparate 
Exytence ; for what always was and mult 
be, can have no other Exiſtence than 
what is implied in the very Eſlence. ud 
wi 
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will not this overthrow the diftintion of 
Perſons, and run us into Sabellianiſm? By 
no means. For our Zuitarians grant, 
That the Noetians aud Sabcllians held, that Þ:ſcorrſe 
there is but one divine Subſtance, Eſſence ;,..5 
or Nature, and but one Perſon. And how nal and re- 
can thoſe who hold three Perſons,ge Sa- arr 
bellians 2 Tes, ſay they, the Sabellians ae: 
held three relative Perſens. But did they 
mean three di/ſtintt Subjiſtences, or oniy 
one Subſiſtence fuſtaining the Names, or 
Appearances, or Manifeſtations of three 
Perſons? The latter they cannot deny to 
have been the true ſenſe of the Sabe/zans, 
But ſay they, Theſe are three Perſons in a 
claſſical critical Senſe. We meddle nor ac 
preſent with the Diſpute w hich Ya/la hath 
againſt Boethius about the proper Latin _— 
Senſe of a Perſon (and Petavias (aith Val: , 7. 
la's Objections are mere Fe/ts and 7rifles ) 
but our Senſe of a Perſon is plain, that it 
fignifies the Eſſence with a particular man- 
ner of Subſiſtence, which the Greek Fa- 
thers called an Zypoſtajis, taking it for 
that incommunicable Property which 
makes a Perſox 

But ſay our zitarians, a Perſon is an Defence of 
zntelligent Being, and therefore three Per- > Pifery 
ſons myſt be three intelligent Beings. I an- nit. g. 5. 
{wer, that this may be taken two ways. 

I. That 
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1. That there is no Perſon where there 
15 no intelligent Nature to make it a Per- 
ſon, and fo we grant it. 2. That a Per- 
{on implies an intelligent Being, ſeparate 
and divided from other Individuals of 
the ſame kind, as it is among men: and 
{o weUeny it as to the Perſons of the Tri- 
nity, becauſe the Divine Eſſence is not 
capable of ſuch Diviſion and Separation 
as the humane Nature is. 

But ſay they again, The Fathers did 
hold a ſpecifical Druine Nature, and the 
Perſons to be as ſo many Individuals, This 
they repeat very often in their /ate Books ; 
and after all, referr us to Curce/zus for 
undeniable Proofs of it. Let us for the pre- 
ſent ſuppoſe it, then I hope the Fathers 
are freed from holding Contradiftions in 
the DoQrine of tlie Trinity; for what 
Contradifion can it be, to hold three in- 
dividual Perſons in the Godhead, and one 
common Nature, more than it is to hold 
that there are three humane Perſons in Oe 
and the ſame common Nature of Man ? 
Will rhey make this a Contradition too ? 
But ſome have ſo uſed themſelves to the 
Language of Fargon, Nonſenſe, Contradi- 
Aion, Impoſſibility,that it comes from them, 
as ſome men ſwear, when they do not 
know it. But I am not willing to go off 

with 
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with this Anſwer; For I do take the Fa- 
thers to have been men of two great Senſe 
and Capacity to have maintained ſuch an 
abſurd Opinion, as that of a Specifick Nu- 
ture in God, For either it is a mere Lo- 
gical Notion, an Actof the Mind without 
any real Exiſtence belonging to it as ſuch, 
which is contrary to the very Notion of 
God, which implies aneceſflary Exiſtence 
or it muſt imply a Divine Nature, which 
is neither Father, Son, nor Holy Ghoſt. 
Which is ſo repugnant to the Doctrine of 
the Fathers, that no one that is any ways 
converſant in their Writings on this Ar- 
gument,can imagine they ſhould hold ſuch 
an Opinion. And I am ſo far from being 
convinced by Curcelizus his undeniable 
Proofs, that I think it no hard matter to 
bring uudeniable Proofs that he hath mi- 
ſtaken their meaning. 

Of which I ſhall give an Account ia 
this Place, becauſe | fear his Authority 
hath had too much {way with ſome, as 
to this matter. I ſhall not inſiſt upon his 
groſs miſtake in rhe very entrance of that 
Diſcourſe, where he ſaith, That the Bti- 


ſhops of Gaul aud Germany diſliked the Hor Triair. 


mooulion, and gave three Reaſons againſt *#: 79: 


it ; whereas {Hilary ſpeaks of the EfFern 
Biſhops whom he goes about to vind.cate 
to 
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to the Weſtern Biſhops, who were offen- 
ded with them for that reaſen ; as any 
one that reads Hilary de Synodis may lee. 
But I come to the main Pot. His great 
Argument is from the uſe of the Word 
OucgnG. which may extend to Individuals 
gt ſame kind. Who denies it ? Butthe 

veſtion is whether the Fathers uſed it in 
that ſenſe, ſoas to imply a difference of 
Individuals in the ſame common Eſſence ? 
There were two things aimed at by them 
in their Diſpute with the 4rians. 

(1r.) To ſhew, That the Son was of the 
ſame Subſtance with the Father, which 
they denied, and made him of an inferior 
created Subſtance of another kind. Now 
the Fathers thought this term very pro- 
per to expreſs their Senſe againſt them. 
But then this Word being capable of a 
larger Senſe than they intended,they took 
care, (2.) To aſfert a perfet Unity and 
Indiviſibility of the Divine Eſſence. For 
the Arians were very ready tocharge them 
with one of theſe two things. (1. ) That 
they mult fall into Sabe/ianiſm, if they 
held a perfe&t Unity of Eſſence: or (z.) 
When they clear'd themſelves of this, 
that they muſt hold Three Gods; and both 
theſe they conſtantly denied. To make 
this clear, I ſhall proJuce the Teſtimo- 

nies 
\ 
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nies of ſome of the chief both of the Greet 
and Latin Fathers, and arffwer Curcellzus 
his Objections. ; 

Athanaſius takes notice of both theſe Athanaſ. 
Charges upon their Doctrine of the Tri- 4 Sen- | 
nity : As to Sabel/lianiſm he declared, That ,y\..;;8, 
he abhorred it equally with Arianiſm ; and 567. 
he faith, zt lay in making Father and Sonto ny ul 
be only different Names of the ſame Perſon ; y. 456. 
and {o they aſlerted but ove Perſon in the 
Godhead. As to the other Charge of Po- 
lytheiſm, he obſerves, That in the Scrip- 
ture Language, all mankind was reckon 4 
as one, becauſe they have the ſame Eſſence ; 
and if it be ſo, as to Men, who have ſuch a 
difference of Features, of Strength, of Un- P* _ 
derſtanding, of Language, how mach more aro "a 
may God be ſaid 10 be One, in whom is an 2-214 
undivided Dignity, Power Counſel and Ope- 
ration 2 Doth this prove ſuch a difference, 
as isamong Individuals of the fame kind 
among men? No man doth more fre- + 
quen:ly aflert the 7:d4iviſ:ble Unity of the 
Divine Nature than he. Heexpreſly denies Expo. Fi- 
ſuch divided Hypoſtaſes, as are among a HONK 
men ; and faith, That in the Trinity there Onaia 
1s a Conjunttion without confuſion, and a dj- Tiki wat 
fſtinction without Divijion; that in the Tri- * ® 
nity there is ſo perfett an Union, and that it 
is fo undivided and united in it ſelf ; that 


where- 
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where-ever the Father is, there is the Sox 
Ep ad Se- ay the Holy Ghoſt, and lo the reſt, becauſe 
meP P-*5”9" ehere is but one Godhead, and one God who 
Qrar- 4 © 3s over all, aud through all, and in all. Bur 
o. £5; ſaith Curcellzus, The contrary rather fol- 
459, &c. lows from this T2 1 yorrms or mutual In- 
exiſtence, for that could not be without di- 
ſtint Subſtance, as in Water and Wine. 
But this is a very groſs miſtake of the Fa- 
Curcell. thers Notion, who did not underſtand by 
Se?. IIl. jt a Local In-exiſtence as of bodies, but ſuch 
an indtvifible Unity that one cannot be with- 
Perav. de out the other, as even Petavius hath made 
Tri'+ it appear from Athanaſius and others. 
De De- Athanaſius upon all Occaſions aſſerts 
cret.Sy- the Unity of the Divine Nature to be 
— '- perfet and indivifibie. God, ſaith he, # the 
259, 274, Father of his Son <£ ux2igus, without any Di- 
276. wihon of the Subſtance. And inother places, 
that the Subſtance of the Father and Son ad- 
mit of no Diviſion, and he affirms this to 
have been the ſenſe of the Council of Nice ; 
Orar. 5.c. ſo that the 614056, mult be underſtood of 
—_ * the ſame indiviſib'e Subſtance. Curcellzus 
anſwers, That Athanaſius by this indivi- 
{ible Unity racant only a cloſe and indiſſo- 
De De- luble Vnion. But he excluded any kind of 
TS . Diviſion, and that of a Specifick Nature 
Curcell. into ſeveral individu2ls as a real Divifton 
Ditkrt. 24 Na'ure; for ro man who-ever trea- 
8. 106. - red 
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ted of thoſe matters denied, that a Spe-' jt 

cifick Nature was divided, when there l 

were ſeveral individuals under it. But | 

whar is it which makes the 7nion' indifſo- | 

luble? Is it the Vnity of the Eſſexce or | 

not 2 If it be, is it the fame individual | 

Eſſence, or not? If the ſame individual 

Eſſence. makes the inſeparable: Union, | 

what is it, which makes the difference.of | 

individuals? If it be ſaid, The incommu- | 

nicable Properties of the Perſons; I muſt 

ſtill ask how ſuch Propertzes in the ſame | 

individual Eſſence, can make different in- < | 

dividuals? If ir be-faid-to be the ſame Spe- 

cifick Nature ; then how comes that which 

is in it ſelf capable of Divifion to make an 

indifſoluble Union ? 

But faith Curcellzus, Athanaſius makes ———_ 

Chriſt to be of the ſame Subſtance-as Adam, "* 

and Seth, and Abraham, and laac:ure ſaid 

to be C on-ſubſtantial with each other., And 

what follows 2 That the ' Father -and Son © 

are divided from each other, as they were 2 

This is not poflible to be his Senſe; con- 

ſidering what he faith of the Indiviſibi- 

lity of the Divine Nature. And 4thava- Athanaf 

fius himſelf hath given ſufficient warning d Synod. 

againſt ſuch a MiFconſtructien of: his 27” - | 

Words ; and fill urges that our Contepti- 916, 920. fl 

ons ought to be Juitabls to the Divine Na- 9** Al 
furd, | | | 
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ture, not taken from what we ſee among men. 
And it is obſervable, that when Paulus 
Samoſatenes had urged this as the beſt Ar- 
gument againſt the term 'Ouwdn,7That 
it made ſuch a difference of Subſtances as is 
among men ; for that Reaſon ſaith Athana- 
frus, hisFudges were content to let it alone, for 
the Son of God is not in ſucha ſenſe Con-ſub- 
ftantial ; but afterwards,the Nicene Fathers 
finding out the Art of Paulus,and the fignifi- 
cancy of the Word to diſcriminate the Arians, 
made uſe of it, and only thought it neceſſary 
to declare, that when it is applied to God, 
it is not to be underſtood, as among indivi- 
dual Mem. ar 

As to the Dzalogues under Athanaſius 
his Name, onh which Carce#zus inſiſts fo 
much ; ir 15 now very well known that 
they belong not to him, but to Maximus ; 
and by comparing them with other places 
in him, it may appear, that he intended 
0 Specifick Nature in God. 

Bur faith Carce#zus, If the Fathers in- 
tended. ' any more than a Specifick Nature, 
why did they not uſe Words which would ex- 
prefs it more fully,: A$s Movogn@., and maw- 
70&1©.2* For that very Reaſon, which he 


.mentions' from Epiphanius, becauſe they 


would ſeem to approach too near to Sabellia- 


wm. ; 
S. Baſil 
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S. Bafil was a great Man, (notwithſtan- 4 Pi 
ding the flout of our 2nitarians, ) and ——_ 
apply d his thoughts to this matter, to Nominal 
clear the DoQrine of the Church from #747 
the Charge of Sabellianiſm and Tritheiſm. p. 26. 
As tothe former, be ſaith, in many places, 

That the Herefie lay in making but one BalilHom. 
Perſon as well as one God, or one Subſtance 37 759%» 
with three ſeveral Names. As to the lat- Epitt. 14r. 
ter, no man aſſerts the individual Unity 39" 5+: 
of the Divine Eſſence in more ſignificant 

Words than he doth. For he uſes che 3 £2605. 
Tzvrirug and 7) Th; 8az mzurly, as S Cy- 9:6. © 
ril of Alexandria doth likewiſe, and yet Cyril. A- 


both theſe are produced by Carce/zus for lex. Dia- 
a Specifick Nature, Nat, 3 


But ſaith Carce/zas, S. Bafil in his E- oy 
piſtle to Gregory Nyſſen doth aſſert the dif Curcell. | 
ference between Sub/tance and Hypoſtafes "74: 
to conſift in this, That the one 5 taken for 
common Nature, and the other for indi- 
vidaal, and ſo making three Hypoſtaſes, 
he muſt make three Individuals, and One 
common or Specifick Nature. I anſwer, 
That it is plain by the. deſign of that E- 
piltle, that by three HypoiFaſes he could 
not mean three Individual Eſſences. For 
he ſaith, The deſign of his writing it, was 
to clear the difference between Subſtance 
and Hypoſtafis, For ſaith he, From the 
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want of this ſome aſſert But me Hypoſtafis, 
as well as one Eſſence ; and others, Becauſe 
there are three Hypoſtaſes, ſuppoſe there 
are three diſtinit Eſſences. For both went 
upon the ſame Ground, that Hypoſtaſis 
and Eſſence were the ſame. Therefore 
ſaith he, thoſe who held three Zypoſtaſes, 
did make Tjv Tiv gorar Shzizzow a Diviſion 
of Subſtances. From whence it follows, 
that S. Bafil did look upon the Notion of 
three diſtin& Subſtances as a miſtake : 1 
ſay diſtinit Subſtances, as Individuals are 
diſtinct ; tor ſo the firſt Principles of Phi- 
lolophy do own that Individuals make a 
Aizicens, or Diviſion of the SPEcres into 
ſeveral and diſtin Individuals. & 
But doth not $. Baſil go about to ex- 
plain his Notion by the common Nature of 
man, and the ſeveral Individuals under it ; 
and what can this ſignifie to his purpoſe, 
unleſs he allows the ſame in the Godhead 2 
I grant he doth ſo, ' but he ſaith the $:4- 
ſtance is that which is common to the 
whole kind ; the Zypoſtafis is that which 
properly diſtinguiſheth one Individual 
from another ; which hecalls the 70 2ua-. 
Zo the peculiar incommunicable Proper- 
ty. Which he deſcribes by a Concourſe of 
diſtinguiſhing Charafters in every Indivi- 
dual. But how doth he apply theſe things 
To) 
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to the divine Nature? For therein lies the 
whole difficulty. Doth he own ſuch a 
Community of Nature, and Diſtinfion of 
Tadividuals there 2 He firſt confeſſes the 
divine Nature to be incomprehenſible by 
us ; but yet we may have (ome diſtint 
Notions about theſe things. As for in- 
ſtance, 7 the Father we conceive ſomething 
common to him and to the $ on ; and that 
is the divine Eſſence: and the ſame as to 
the Holy Ghoſt. But there muſt be ſome 
proper charafters to diſtinguiſh theſe one 
from another ; or elſe there will be nothing 
but confuſion : which is Sabellianiſm. Now 
the eſſential Attributes and divine Operas 
tions are common to them; and therefore 
theſe cannot diſtinguiſh them from each 
other. And thoſe are the peculiar Proper- 
ties of each Perſon, as he thews at large. 

But may not each Perſon have a diſtin 
Eſſence belonging to him, as we ſee it us a- 
mong men? 

For this S. Bafil anſwers: (1.) He ut- 
terly denies any poſlible Diviſion in the 
divine Nature. 

And he never queſtion'd, but the di- os 8 
ſtintion of Individuals under the ſame *m19#5= 
Species was a ſort -of Diviſion, although 95, 
there were no Separation. And the fol- w] #4 
lowers of Joh. Philoponus did hold an in- 5% 

G3 diſſaluble 
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diſſoluble Vnion between the three. indivi- 
dual Eſſences in the divine Nature ; but 
they held a diſtin@ion of peculiar Eſſences, 
beſides the common Nature, which they 
called we2 x35 saxs x, img; Fomures; and 
_— Cod. 75.19% UTus ; as appears by Photius, who 
M was very able to judge. And it appears 
by one of themſelves in Photius, that 

the controverſie was, whether an Zypo- 

Cod. 234: ſafis could be without an individual E(- 
ſence belonging to it ſelf; or whether 

the peculiar Properties and Charafers did 

make the Zypoſtafis. But as to S. Bafil's 

Notion we are to obſerve; (2.) That 

he makes the divine Effence to be uncapa- 

ble of number, by reaſon of its perfect U- 

nity. Here our nitariaxs tell us, that 

Diſcowſe when S. Bafil ſaith, That God u mot one in 
we anines number, but in nature, he means; as the 
nal and re- Nature of Man is one, but there are many 
- — particular Men, as Peter, James and John, 
" &e. ſo the Nature of God, or the common 
Divinity is one, but there are as truely 

more Goa's in number, or more particular 

Gods, as there are more particular Men. 

But that this is a- groſs miſtake or abuſe 

Baſil.Ep. of S. Bafi/'s meaning, I ſhall make it plain 
"=? from himſelf. For, they ſay, That he 
held, that as to thi queſtion, How man) 
Gods? it muſt be anſwer d, Three Gods in 
amber, or three Perſonal Gods, and one in 
| | Nature, 
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Nature, or divine Properties; whereas 
he is ſo far from giving ſuch an anſwer, 
that he abſolutely denies that there can 
be more Gods than one in that very 
place. He mentions it as an ObjeRi- 
on, that ſince he ſaid, That the Father 
is God, the Son God, the Holy Ghoſt 
God; he muſt hold three Gods ; to which 
he anſwers, We own but one God, not in 
Number, but in Nature : Then, ſay they, 
He held bit one God in Nature and more 
in Number. That is ſo far from his mean- 
ing, that I hardly think any that read the 
paſſage in S. Bafi/, could fo wilfully per- 
vert his meaning. For his intention was 
ſo far from aſſerting more Gods in Number, 
that it was to prove ſo perfet a Unity 
in God, that he was not capable of num- 
ber, or of being more than one. For, 
faith he, That which wu ſaid to be one in 
Number, is not really and fimply one, but 
# made up of many, which by compoſition 
Become one ; as we ſay, the world is one, 
which is made up of many things, But God 
a fimple uncompounded Being ; and there- 
fore cannot be ſaid to be one in Number. But 
the World s not one by Nature, becauſe it is 
made up of ſo many things, but it is one by 


Number, as thoſe ſeveral parts make but 


one World. Is not this fair dealing with 
ſuch a Man as S. Bafil, to repreſent his 
G 4 Senlg 
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Senſe quite otherwiſe than it is? As 
though he allow'd more Goals than one in 
Number > Number, ſaith he again, be- 
longs to Quantity, and (Quantity to Bodies, 
L but what relation have theſe to God, but 
Ht as he us the Maker of them > Number belongs 
os Tis a. 0 material and circumſcribed Beings ; but, 
rahs « «- faith he, the moſt perfeft Unity is to be con- 
_ cervel in the moſt ſimple and incomprehen- 
"warn (ible Eſſence. Where it is obiervable, that 
El ag he ufes thoſe Words which are allow d 
9:6 -to expreſs the moſt perfe&t and ſingular 
arg ” Unity. Which Petavins himſelf confel- 
13. x6. {eth, that they can never be underſtood of 
a ſpecifick Natare : and Curcel/zus can- 
not deny, That wo being added to Eis ; 
doth reſtrain the Senſe more to a numerical 
©nity, as he calls ir. How then is it pol- 
ſible to underſtand S. Baſil of more Gods 
than one in number? And in the very ſame 
Page he mentions the 7zv75715 73% pure, 
the Sameneſs of the divine Nature, by 

which the 5:4cgry is better underſtood. 
Carn:06., But Curcel/zus will have no more than 
a ſpecifick Unity underſtood. Before he 
faid, that Tzurogno; would have frgnified 
more, bur now he finds it uſed, the caſe 
is alter'd: So that the Fathers could not 
mean any other than a ſpecifick Tnzty, 
let them uſe what expreſſions they pleasd. 
TRE | But 
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But theſe, I think, are plain enough to 
any one that will not ſhut his Eyes. 
In another place, S. Bafi/ makes the 
ſame objection and gives the ſame anſwer, 
One God the Father, an1 one God the Son ; 
how can this be, and yet not two Gods 2 Be- 
cauſe, ſaith he, the Son hath the wery ſame 
Eſſence with the Father. Not two Eſſences 
divided out of one, as two Brothers ; but 
as Father and Son, the Son ſubſiſting as 
from the Father, but in the ſame individu- Baſil T. I. 
al Eſſence: To 5 THi5 go25 TRUTL, has 
But Carce//zus hath one fetch yet, viz. cyc.n.n3. 
That S. Baſil denied God to be one in Num- 
ber, and made him to be one in Nature, be- 
cauſe he look d on a ſpecifick Unity or Unity 
of Nature as more exatt than numerical. S. 
Bafil look'd on the divine Nature as ſuch 
to have the moſt perfett Unity, becauſe of 
its Simplicity, and not in the leaſt ſpeak- 
ing of it as a ſpecifick Unity ; but Curcele- y, ros. 
us himſelf calls this, an Unity by a mere 
Fiftion of the Mind; and can he imagine 
this to have been more accurate than a re- 
al Unity? Theſe are hard ſhifts in a de- 
ſperate cauſe. 
After all, our nitarians tell us, That Tn. po. 
S. Baſil doth againſt Eunomius alow a di- 
ſlinftion in Number with reſpett to the Dei- 
ty. But how? As to the Eſſemce? By no 
means. 
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means. For he aſſerts the perfe ©nity 
thereof in the ſame place, even the Pnzty 

of the Subſtance. But as to the charade- 

riſtical Properties of the Perſons, he al- 

lows of Number, and no farther. But 

ſay they, This u to make one God as to ef- 

ſential Properties, and three as to Perſonal. 

How can that be 2 when he ſaith ſo often, 

there can be bur one God, becauſe there 

can be but one divine Eſſence; and there- 

fore thoſe Properties can only make di- 

ſtint Hypoſtaſes, but not diſtint Eſſences. 

And is this indeed the great Secret which 

this bold Man, as they call him, hath diſ- 

cover d? I think thoſe are much more bold, 

(I will notfay impudent) who upon ſuch 

ſlight grounds, charge him with aſſerting 

more Gods than one in number. But Gre- 
Cur..156. gory Nyſſen, ſaith Curce//zus, ſpeaks more 
—_—_— pang in his Epiſtle to Ablabizs ; for faith 
III. p. 17. he, To avoid the difficulty of making three 
| Gods, as three Individuals among Men are 
three Men; he anſwers, that truly they 

are not three Men, becauſe they have but 

one common Eſſence, which w exally one, 

and indivifible in it ſelf, however it be diſ- 

perſed in Individuals : the ſame, he ſaith, 

' wto be underſtood of God, And this Pe- 
Perav. de p1v;us had charged him with before, as 


ww —_ appears by Curce{/zus his __ 
"SOT; - Chis 
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This ſeems the hardeſt paſſage in Anti- 
quity for this purpoſe, to which I hope 
to give a fatisfatory anſwer from Gregory 
Nyſen himſelf. 

x. It cannot be denied, that he aſlerts 
| the Pnity of Eſſence to be Iudivifible in 
it ſelf, and to be the true ground of the 
Denomination of Individuals ; as Peter 
hath the name of a Man, not from his 
individual Properties, whereby he is di- 
ſtinguiſhed from James and Fohn; but 
from that one indivifible Eſſence, which 
15 common to them all, but yet receives 
no Addition or Dimiaution in any of 
them. 

2. He grants a Dzvifion of Hypoſtaſes 
among Men, notwithſtanding this /rd-- 
viſibility of one common Eſſence : For faith 
he, among Men, although the Eſſence 
remain one and the ſame in all, without 
any Diviſion; yet the ſeveral Hypoſtaſes 4>x' 5 wg 
are divided from each other, according to "ani0w- 
the individual Properties belonging to them. ONE 
So that here is a double confideration of i»2:ags- 
the Eſſence : as in it ſelf, ſo it is one and cy" 
indiviſible ; as it ſubſiſts in Individuals, Dawes - 
and fo it is atually divided according to «© 
the Subjedts. For although the Eſſence *** 
of a Man be the ſame in it ſelf, in Peter, 
James and John; yet taking it as in - 

: | | Indie 
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Individuals, ſo the particular Eſſence in 
each of them is divided from thereſt. And 
Niceph. fo Philoponvs took Hypoſtaſis for an Eſ- 
_ ſence individuated by peculiar Properties ; 
e.47. and therefore aſſerted, that where-ever 
there was an Hypoſtaſis, there muſt be a 
diſtin& Eſſence ; and from hence he held 
the three Perſons to have three diſtin& 
Eſſences. 
3. We are now to conſider, how far 
Gregory Nyſſen carried this, whether he 
thought it held equally as to the divine 
Hypoſtafis ; and that he did not, appears 
to me from theſe arguments : 
1. Heutterly denies any kind of Divi- 
ſion in the divine Nature ; for in the con- 
cluſion of that Diſcourſe, he ſaith, z# z 
uot ouly £7aggAAexre; (a Word often 
uſed by the Greek Fathers on this occaſi- 
on, from whence Athanafius againſt Ma- 
 Athan. T. cedonius inferr'd an Identity, and Ceſari- 
= « 280- 45 JOYNS 70 72U7HY THis Bots Ky 70 ETC Ae 
Queſt. 3. AauTov Th; S$5rur&.; and lo S. Bafil 
?-12- - uſesit) but headds another Word, which 
is eiperG@.,, Indiviſible. Tes, as all Eſ- 
ſences are indivifible in themſelves; but 
they may be droided in their Subjefts, as 
Gregory Nyſlſen alows it to be is Mex. 
I geant it, but then he owns a Diviſion of 
ſome kind, which he here abſolutely de- 


nies 
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niesas to the divine Nature; for his words 
are, that it is 49121i2:1G. Iz mam covoins 
in any conſyderation whatſoever. Then 
he muſt deſtroy the Hypoſtaſes. Not fo 
neither, for he allows that there is a 9;2- 
poeg as to the Hypoſtaſes however. For 
he propoſes the Objefion himſelf, That 
by allowing no difference in the divine Na- 
ture, the Hypoſtaſes would be confounded. 
To which he anſwers, That he did not 
deny their difference, which was founded 
in the relation they had to one another ; 
which he there explains ; and 
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that therein only conſiſts the dif- 
ference of the Perſons. Which 
1542 very conſiderable teſtimo- 
ny,: to ſhew that both Petavi- 
us and Curcellzus miſtook Gre- 
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gory Nyſſenu's meaning. But 
there are other arguments to prove it. 

2. He aſſerts ſuch a difference between 
the divine and human' Perſons, as is un- 
anſwerable, viz. the Unity of Operation. 
For, ſaith he, among Men, if ſeveral go 
about the ſame Work, yet every particular 
Perſon works by himſelf, and therefore they 
may well be called many; becauſe every one 
is circumſcribed : but in the divine Per- 
ſons he proves that it is quite otherwiſe, 
for they all concurr in the Attion towards 
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us ; as he there ſhews at large. Petavi- 
us Was aware of this, and therefore he 
faith, he quitted it and returned to the 
other ; whereas he only ſaith, If his Ad- 
verſaries be diſpleaſed with it, he thinks 
the other ſufficient. Which in ſhort is, 
that Eſſence in it ſelf is one and indiviſi- 
ble ; but among Men is 1s divided accor- 
ding to the Subjes; that the divine Na- 
ture is capable of no Diviſion at all, and 
therefore the difference of Zypoſtaſes mult 
be from the different Relations and Man- 
ner of Sub/tence. * 

3. He expreſſes his meaning fully in 
another place. For in his Catechetical O- 
ration, he faith, he looks on the Dofrine 


' of the Trinity as a profound Myſtery (which 


three individual Perſons in one ſpecifick 
Nature is far from. ) But wherein lies it 2 
Chiefly in this, That there ſhould be Nunn - 
ber and no Number ; different View and yet 
but One ; a diſtinftion of Hypoſtaſes, aud 
yet uo Diviſion in the Subjeits. For ſo 
his words are, #, S WtukC 4521 70 1200 
aro ; which is contrary to what he ſaid 
of human Hypoſtaſes.. Now, what is the 
Subjet 'in this caſe 2 According to Cur- 
cellzus his Notion, it muſt be an Indivi- 
dual. But ſince he afferts there can be xo 


Divifion in the Subjeits, then he muſt 
overthrow 
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overthrow any ſuch xdividuals, as are 
among Men. Theſe are the chief Teſti- 
monies out of the Greek Fathers, whoſe 
authority Curce/lzus and others rely moſt 
upon, as to this matter, which I have 
therefore more particularly examind. 

But S. Jerom, ſaith Carcellzus, in his E- Cur. #.48. 
piſltle to Damaſus,. thought three Hypoſta- 
ſes implied three diſtinit Subſtances ; and 
therefore when the Campenſes would have 
him own them, he refuſed it and asked 
his Advice. Then it is plain, S. Ferom 
would not own three diſtin? Subſtances, 
and ſo could not be of Curce//zus his mind. 
But ſaith he, S. Ferom meant by three Subs N. 107. 
ſtances, three Gods different in kind, as the 
Arians did, But how doth that appear > 
Doth he not ſay, the Arian Biſhop, and 
the Campeaſes put him «pon it > But who 
was- this Arian Biſhop, and theſe Cam- 
penſes? No other than the Meletian Par- ' 
ty ; for Meletius was brought in by the 
Arians, but he joyned againſt them with 
S. Bafil and others, who aſſerted three 
Hypoſtaſes ; and the Campenſes were his 
People who met | without the Gates, as 
the Hiſtorians tell us. Bur it is evident 
by S. Jerom, that the Latin Church un- 
derſtood ZXypoſtafis to be the ſame then 
with S«bſtance ; and the reaſon why' they 

would 
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would not allow three Zypoſtaſes, was, 
becauſe they would not aſſert three Suf- 
flances. So that Curce/zus his Hypothe- 
fis hath very little colour for it among 
the Latin Fathers 5 ſince S. Jerom there 
faith, it would be Sacrilege to hold three 
Subſtances, and he freely beſtows an A4- 
nathema upon any one that aſſerted more 

than one. | 
But Hilary, ſaith Curce/zus, owns a ſpe- 
Cur. ».89. cifick Unity, for in his Book de Synodis, 
he ſhews, That by one Subſtance, they did 
not mean one individual Subſtance, but ſuch 
as was in Adam and Seth, that is of the ſame 
kind. No man aſſerts the Pnity and Indiſ- 
crimination of the divine Subſtance more 
tully and frequently than he doth ;: and 
that without any Difference or Variation, 
as to the Father and the Son. And al- 
though againſt the Arians he may uſe that 
tor an lljuſtration, of Adam and Seth; yet 
when he comes to explain himſelf, he 
geclares it muſt be underſtood in a way 
Hilar. de agreeable to the divine Nature. - And he 
_ ”. denies any Diviſion of the Subſtance be- 
: tween Father and Son, but he aſlerts one 
and the ſame Subſtance to be in both ; 
Hilar. de and although the Perſon of the Sou remains 
Trinit. l: diltintt from the Perſon of the Father, yet 
+ "he ſubjiſts in that Subſtance of which he was 
| begotten, 
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begotten, and nothing is taken 4 from the 
ſubſtance of the Father, by his being bego - 
ten of it, & 

-. But doth he not ſay, That he hath a Le- 
gitimate and proper Subſtance of bis own be- 

gotten Nature from God, the Father > And Hilar, de 
what is this, but to own two diſtinit Sub- —_—_ ” 
Stances'# "+R | 

How can the Subſtance be diſtin, if it 
be the very ſame ; and the Sor ſub/iſt in 
that Subſtance of which he was begotten 2 
And that Hilary (beſides a multitude of 
paſſages to thie ſane purpole in him) can- 
not be underſtood of two diſtin Sub- 
ſtances will appear by this Evidenee. 

The Arians in their Confeſſion of Faith Hitar. de 
before the Council of Nice ſet down as gu” 
mong the ſeveral Herefies which they 
condemned ; that of Zieracas, who ſaid 
the Father and Son were like two Lamps 
ſhining out of 'one common Veſſel of Oil. 
Hilary was ſenſible that under this that 
Expreſſion was ſtruck at, God of God, 

Light of Light, which the Church owned. 
His Anſwer is, Luminis Natur& Unitas eſt; 
nou ex connexione porredio. 1.e. they are 
not two divided Lights, from one com< 
mon Stock ; but the ſame Light remain- 
ing after ir was kindled that it was be- 
fore. As appears by his Words, m_ 
H 0 
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Lumcn ex lomine , 
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of light, {auth he, implies, That 


quod fins detrimento 1 18 gives to.another that which 
1:10 naturam ſuam prz- It Continues to have it 4eif. 


A adore) And Petavins ſaith, that the 


tic, 


Perav. de 
Trinit. [. 


5 C. 8. 2. 


9, 12. 


Curcell. 
3. 96. 


Ambroſ. 


de Fide 
5. $-8 Þ 
ed. Nov, 


habeat, naſcaturg; qued:; Op.nion of H{teratas was, bat 


.the ſubſtance of .the Father aud 

Soa differ d Namerically. as one Lamp from 
another. And Hilary calls it an Error.of 
humane. -Unde: & anding. wich would 
judge of. Guo, by what cy ind NONE 
another. :..+ 

Dot nat. sS. Ambroſe ay, as Catlin 
qaoics 44m; iThat the Father and Son. axe: 
not ts Gods, becauſe all men. are aid to- be 
of one Sabjtange. « pP. yd 

But Sc: Ambroſe 7s diredly pngey hw. 
For, he faith; 7he Ariatis,odjetted, that. if 
they made the. Son true Gad, and. Con-ſub- 
ftantial withthe Father, they muſt make twa 
Ged's ;. as thete are two.men, or two Sheep 
of the [are Efſence ; but -a Man and aSkeep 
are not ſaid to be Men, or two ſheep. Whith 
they jaid te excnſe themſelves, becauſe they 
made the Sox of a different kind". and.fubs 
ſtance from the Father, And what Anlwer 
dot.1 S. Ambroſe give to this? | 

i. He lauh, F/urality according to the 
Scriptures rather falls on thoſe of different 
kinds ; ani thereivie when they make 
them of ſeveral kinds, they mult make 
leveral Gods. 2. That 
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5. That we who hold bur Ore Subtaxee, 
cannot mithe more Gods than Ore. 
37iTohisinflanee of Men, he diſuvers, 
Thad although they are of the ſame Natare.. 
by Binth,:yer they Afr in Age, and Theught, 
and Wark; and PI ceffom wn avorber'; and 
where above i is [aeb Diverfity, there cannot 
be Unity! bat # God thire n no difference 
of Narave!\ VFM," op Operation | ". end there- 
fore there'tian Be at 0:6 God ar 
The laft+f (hal mention 1 is $. Anpuſtin, Cur. n. 97s 
whom Curcellzas produces fo as fittle pur- 
poſe; for although h8&:doth mention the 
ſame mſlance of ſeen Wer being of the 
fame Kind i' yet he ſpeaks fo exprefty a- 
gainfh a' Specifck Unity in God : thar he 
tath;". 7he 'Con/equent? muſt be, that the Aug ds 
three Perſons muſt be three Gods ; ; & three ,. __ . 
hamane Perſons are three Men. And in 
another place, That the Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, are One in the ſame individual ; 
Nature. And what faith Curcellzus po 3 
theſe places, for he was awate of rhem. 
To the larter he fairh, Zhat by Individaal, 
he means Specifick. This is an extraordi- 
nary Anſwer indeed. But what Reaſon 
doth' he give for it ? Becauſe they are not Curn.114s 
divided in Place or Time, but they may 
have their proper Eſſences however. 
But where _—_ Auguſtin give ny 
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Auguſt.de ſych Account of it ? He often ſpeaks up- 


by — on this Subje&t ; but always gives ano- 
c. 3, 5-8. ther Reaſon, viz. becauſe they are but 
a a vone ONE and the ſame Subſtance. The. Three 
Chef P erſous are but One God, becauſe they are 
26 iixin of One Subſtance ; and they have a perfeti 
1. 3.c. 10. Unity, becauſe there is no Diverfity of Na- 
' ture, or of Will. But it may be faid, '7hat 

here he ſptaks of a Diverſity of Nature. la 

the next Words he explains himſelf, that 

the three Perſons are, One God, propter - 
mneffabilem conjuntttonem Deitatis; but the 

Union of three Perſons in one Specifick Na- 

ture, is no ineffable Conjunttion, it being 

oneof the commoneſt things in the World ; 

and in the ſame Chapter, propter Indivi- 


duam Deitatem unus Deus eſt ; & propter | 


uninſcujuſgue Proprietatem tres Perſone 
ſunt. Here we find one Individual Na- 
rure ; and no difference but in the peculi- 
ar Properties of the Perſons. 
In the other place he is ſo expreſs a- 
gainſt a Specifick Unity, that Curcellzus 
Curn.114 « js beſt Anſwer is, That in that Chapter 
he is too intricate and obſcure. i. e. He durſt 
not to ſpeak his Mind. | 
Thus much [ thought fit to ſay in an- 
ſer to thoſe undeniable Proofs of Curcel- 
Izus, which our Znitarians boaſt ſo much . 
of, and whether they be ſo or not, let the 
Reader examine and judge. CHAP. 
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CHAP. VII 


The Athanaſtan Creed clear'd from 
Contradithions. 


I. FJ Now come to the laſt thing I pro- 
ed, viz. to ſhew, That it t no 
contradiftion to aſſert three Perſons in the 
Trinity and but one God; and for that pur- 
poſe, | ſhall examine the charge of Con- 
traditions on the Athanafian Creed. The 
ſumm of the firſt Articles, ſay they, 
this, The one true God us three diſtin Per. Neteron A-. 
| ſons, and three diſtinit Perſons, Father, _ 
| Son and Holy Ghoſt are the one true God, p. u. 
| Which s plainly, as if a Man ſhould ſay, 
Peter, James and John, being three Per- 
ſons are. one Man; and one Man is theſe 
three diſtin Perſons, Peter, James and 
John. 1s it not now a ridiculous attempt 
as well as a barbarous Indiguity, to go about 
' thus to make Aſſes of all Mankind under 
pretence of teaching them a Creed. This 
is very freely ſpoken, with reſpeQ, not 
:nerely to our Church, but the Chriſtian 
World, which owns this Creed to be a 
juſt and true Explication of the DoQtrine 
of the Trinity. But there are ſome Crea- 
tures as remarkable for their untoward 
| H 3 kicking 
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kicking, as for their Stupidity. And- is 
not this great skill-in-theſe Matters, to 
make ſuch a Parallel between three Fer- 
ſous in\the Godbead and Peter , [Fames 
and John 2 Do they think there is no dit- 
ference kerween an infinitely perfect Be- 
ing, and ſuch finite Iimited Creates þs 
Individpais among Men arc 2 ;Do they 
ſuppcle the divine Nature capable fach 
Diviſion and Separation by Indiviuals, 
as bymane Nature ts 2: Ne, they tay ay, 
but ye who hold three Perſons muſt think 
ſo: For what reaſan 2 We Co aflert three 
Perſons, bat it is on the account bf di- 
vine Revelation, and 10 ſuch 8 manner, 
as the Givige Nature js copeble of i. For 


it is 8 good rule of Boethins, Talia fant 


pw , gualia ſubjedta permviſerint. 
e wvſt. nor ſay that there are Perſons 
io the Trinity, bur in ſuch a manner as 
is agreeable to the divine Nature; and' if 
that be not capab'e of Divi/ion and Sear 
ratien, then the Perfons muſt be in the 
ſame undivided Efence, The next Arti» 
cle is, Neither confounding the Perſons, 
Bor dividing the Subſtance 3 But. how cau 
we,. ſay has not confound the. Perſons 
thet have, e ſay, bat one numerical 
Subftance ?. 4 how can we bat divide the 


Snb/tawce, which we Sud ia three diſtin di- 
vided 
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vided Perſons 2 1 think the terms numeri- 

cal Subſtance not very proper in this caſe ; 

and 1 had rather uſe rhe Langyage of the 
Fathers, than of rhe Schools ; and ſome 

of the maſt judicious 'and learned Fathers 

would not allow the terms of aye numert- 

cal” Subjlance to be applied to the divine 
Eſſence. For their Notion was, That 
Number was only proper for compound 
Beings, but God being a pure and ſimple 

Being was one by Nature and not by Num- 

ber, as S. Baſil {peaks (as is before obler- gaſil Ep. 
ved) becauſe he is not compounded, nor +! 
hath any beſides himſelf to be reckon'd 7 
with him. But becauſe there are difle- 

| rent Hypeſtaſes, therefore tity allow'd 

the uſe of Number about them, and ſo we 

may fay the Hypoſtaſes or Perſons are 
numerically different ; but we cannot ſay 

that the Eſſence is ove Numerically. But 

why muſt they confound the / erſons, if 

there be but one Efſence> The relative 
Properties cannot be confounded ; for the 

Father cannot be the Son, nor the Son the 
Father; and on theſe the difference of 
Perſons is founcled. For, there can be 

no difference, as to eiſential Properties, | 
and therefore all the difference, or ra- i 
ther diſtintion muſt be from thole thar. | 
arc Relative, A Perſon of it ſelf imports 
| H 4 no 
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no Relation, but the Perſon of the Father 
or of the Son muſt ; and theſe Relations 
cannot be confounded with one another. 
And if the Father cannot be the Son, nor 
the Son the Father, then they muſt be 
diſtint from each other. But how? By 
Arviding the Subſtance > That 1s impoſſi- 
ble in a Subſtance that is indiviſible. It 
may be ſaid, That the Efſeuce of created 
Beings is indiviſible, and yet there are di- 
vided Perſons. 1 grant it, but then a 
created Eſſence is capable of different ac- 
cidents and qualities to divide one Per- 
ſon from another, which cannot be ſup- 
poſed in the divine Nature; and withal 
rhe ſame power which gives a Being to 
a created Eſſence, gives 1t a ſeparate and 
divided Exiſtence trom all others. As 
when Peter, James and John received 
their ſeveral diſtiq@t Perſonalities from 
God; at the ſametime he gave them their 
ſeparate Beings from eachother, although 

the ſame Eſſence be in them all. | 
But how can we but divide the Subſtance 
which we ſee in three diſtin divided Per- 
ſons 2 The queſtion is, Whether the di- 
ſtint Properties of the Perſons do imply | 
a Divifion of the Subſtance > We den 
that the Perſons are divided as to the Su 
/ance, becaule. that is impoſſible 30 be dj- 
vided; 
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vided; but. we ſay, they are and muſt be 
diſtinguiſhed as to thoſe incommunicable 
Properties which make the Perſons di- 
ſtin&. The eſſential Properties are unca- 
pable of being divided, and the Relations 
cannot be confounded ; {o that there muſt 
be one undjvided Subſtance and yet three 
diſtin Perſons. 
But every Perſon muſt have his own pro- 
per Subſtance ; and ſo the Subſtance muſt be 


divided. if there be three Perſons. That 


every Perſon muſt have a Subſtance to 
ſupport bis Subſiſtence is not denied, bur 


the queſtion is, Whether that Sub/tance 
mult be dividedor not. We ſay,where the 


Subſtance will bear it, as in created Be- 
ings, a Perſon hath a ſeparate Subſtance, 
4. e. the ſame Nature diverſified by Ac- 
cidents, Qualities and a ſeparate Exiſtence, 
but where theſe things cannot be, there 
the ſame Eſſence muſt remain undivided, 
but with ſuch relative Properties as can- 
not be confounded. But may not the ſame 
undivided Subſtquce be ,communicated to 
three divided Perſons ; ſo as that each Per- 
ſon may have hu own proper Subſtance, and 
yet the divine Eſſence be in it ſelf undivt- 
ded? This is not the caſe before us. For 
the queſtion upon the Creed is, Whether 
the Subſtance can be divided » And here 


it 
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it isalfow'd to remain undivided, ' Tet 7y 


it felf; bat it may *Be& Arvided i the. Per- 
ſons.” * The Subſtance; we ſay, is uncapa- 
ble of being divided 'any 'way; ant} to 
ſay, that a Subſtance wholly undivided 
m it ſelf, is yet divided into as many pro- 
per an peculiar Subſtances, as there are 
Perſons, doth not at all hop our under- 
ſtanding in this matter;' but uf nQ More 
be meant, as 1s expreſly dectared; than 
That the ſame one droine Nature is wholly 
and entirely commimicated By the eternal 
Father to the eternal Son, and by Father 
and Son to the eterna! Spirit, without any 
Diviſion or Separation ; it is the fame which 
all 7rinjtarians aflert. And it is a preat 
pity, that any new Phraſes or Ways of 
Expreſſion ſhould | cauſe unfedſonable 
Heats among thoſe who are really of rhe 
ſame Mind. For thoſe who oppoſe rhe 
Expreſſions of three diftinit Subſtances as 
new and dangerous ; yet grant, That zt 
is one peculiar Prerogative of the divine 
Nature and Subjtance, founded jy its infi- 
nite, and therefore tranſcendent Perfetion, 
whereby it is capable of refiding im more 
Perſons than one ; and is accordingly com- 
municated from the Father to the Sou and 
Floly Ghoſt; But this .is dove without any 
Diviſion or MiItiplication. Now if both 
| Parties 


the Doftrine-of the Trinity. 
Parties: mean what-they ſay, where lies 
the difference 2 It is/ſufficient for my pur- 


pole that they are. agreed, that:there:can 
| beno Divifer as tothe divine Effente by 


the diftinQion -of Perſons. And fo this 


page: of-.the Arbaxiſav Creed holds 
aood, ! Neither confounding the FOING or 


dividing the Sub/tance. 

The next Article, as it is-ſet dawn in 
the: Netes::ox Athanaſius his Creed, iS 2 
contradiction ro this. : For there | it runs, 
* There is one Subſtance of the Father, 
< another of the -Son, another of the 
* Haly Ghoſt. "They might well-charge 
it- with Courtradifirons at this rate, But 
that is a-phin- milake for Perſow; for 
there is no othet variety inthe Copies 
but this," that Bays his Greek Copy 
hath ca x, and. that of Conſtantmmople 
©£eamwnar, but all the Latin Copies Perſona. 
But what: conſequence do they draw trom 
| hence? Then, ſay they, the Son is not the 
Father, nor ts the Father the Sow, nor the 
Holy Ghoft eitber 'of them. If they had 
put in-Ferjfen, as they ought to have done, 
i 5 what 'we do own. And: what fol- 
lows?! If the Father be 'vot the Son, aud 
yet 35 the one true God, then the Sou is net 
the one true God, becaaſe he is not the Fa- 
ther. ' The one trac Ged may |be taken 

twa 


1.07: 
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two ways: 1. The ove true God, as ha- 
ving the true divine Nature in him, and 
ſo the Father is the one true God ; but not 
excluſive of the Son, if he have the fame 
divine Nature. 2. The one true God, as 
having the divine Nature lo wholly in bim- 
ſelf, as ro make it incommunicable to the 
Son; ſo we do not ſay, that the Father 
is the one true God, becauſe this muſt 
exclude the Son from being God ; which 
the Scripture aſſures us that he is; and 
therefore though the Son be not the Fa- 
ther, nor the Father the Son, yet the Son 
may be the one true. God as well as the 
Father, becauſe they both partake of the 
ſame divine Nature, (o that there is no 
contradiction in this, That there is but 
one true God, and one of the Perſons is not 
the other. For that ſuppoſes it impoſli- 
ble, that there ſhould be three Perſons in 
the ſame Nature ; but if the diſtinQion 
of Nature and Perſons be allow'd, as it 
muſt be by all that underſtand any thin 
of theſe matters, then it muſt be Jrantey, 
that although one Perſon cannot be ano- 
ther, yet they may have the ſame com- 
mon Eſſence. As for inſtance, let: us 
take their own, Peter, James and Joh. 
What pleaſant arguing would this be, | 
Peter is not James nor Jobs, nor James 

| nor | 
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nor John are Peter, but Peter hath the true 
Eſſence of a Man in him ; and the true 
Eſſence is; but one- and indiviſible ; -and 
therefore James and Fohn cannot be true 
Men, becauſe Peter hath the ozeand ind;- 
vifible Eſſence of a Man in him 2+ Bur they 
will ſay, We cannot ay that Peter uthe One 
true. Man, as we lay, That the Father is 
the One true God. Yes, we ſay theſamein 
other Words, for he can be ſaid to: be the 
One true God in no other Reſped, but-ashe 
hath the Owe true divine Eſſence. All the dif 
ference lies, that a. finite Nature is capa- 
ble of D-vi//on, but an infinite.is not. _ 

- It follows, © The Godhead of the Fa- 
< ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
* Ghoſt-is all one, the Glory. Equal, the 
* Majeſty Co-eternal. | 

To-this they ſay, That this Article doth 
impugn and deſtroy it ſelf. How ſo 2 For, 
if the Glory and Majeſty be the ſame in 
Number, then it can be neither Equal, nor 
Co eternal. Not Equal for it is the ſame, 
which Equals never are, nor Co-eternal for 
that intimates that they are diſtinft. For, 
nothing is Co-eternal, nor Co temporary with 
zt ſelf. 

There is no appearance of Difficulty 
or Contradiction in this, it the Diſtin- 
Qion of Perſons 15 allowed ; for the three 

Perſons 
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Perfons may be well ſaid to be 'Coregual 
and Co eternal:; and if we hojour the'Sor, 
as we bowour the: Father We mult give & 
gaal Glory 'ro him: © ? 10979; 


* God, and yet thereiare not rthre&'Gaits, 
© but one :God. / oY i nk RD 2% 
_ Firſtyrlicy (ay, This's a fa Man fO0ktd 
fay, the | Fathpr is a'Perfou, the Son's" Per- 
fon, and the Holy Ghoſt a Perſon, yet there © 
are not'three Perſons, bat one Perſon Bow 
is this. poflible; if ' a -Perſou dorhy' kuppoſe 
ſome perullar Property, Which maſt: di- 
ſtinguih him from aff others > ' And how 
can three Perſous be .ove Perſon, uftlels 
three incommunicable Properties may be- 
come ' one communicated Property to 
three Perfons 2 Bat they are aware" of 2 
Difttactionirt tltis'Caſe, viz: that the'term 
God is 'uſed Perſenafy,” when it 1s faid 
God the Father, God the Sou, and God the 
Holy 6 hoft ; but when it js faid, There are 
not three Gods, But one God, the term God 
s uſed Eſſentially, and therefore compre- , 
hends tie whole three Perſons, ſo that 
there is neither a Grammatzical, nor Arith- 
metical Contradiftion. - And what fay our 
Pnitarians to this 2 Truly, no ks, Than 

that 
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that the Remedy is.werfe," (af pofible.) than: 
the Diſeaſe, Nay \theny»we arc:in's very 
i1l Caſe. But how þ. pray dovh: this ap- 
pear ?:\\#..\Say hey; -T bree perſonal Gort's,, 
and ole Effential 'Ged. tvake four Gods; if 
the: Effeutial God: be wats the [ame with the 
perſonal Gods : and tho' he is the fame, yes 
ſance theyare not the. fame with one another, 
but: diftinit;: it follows, that there are:three 
Gads,1./6: three perfaual: Gods, 12: \Kti intro- 
duces-tivs ſorts 'of Gods; three Ferfanal aud 
one Efſentul. : Bultnthe Chriftian Religion 
knows, and owns but Ont, 3rwe and moſt high 
God of. exyi fart. So; tar: then, werare as 
oretd,!:Zhat there hut One, true andemotÞ 
high :Godq and tharbrcante of the-pertect 
na more than One; iand whare thereigbug 
One Divine Effenceq) thore can 'bs -butſNve 
true' God j ahleſswemcart luppoie.+God 
without -afn Eflerice, and thas would: be a 
firange fort of God:; be would 'be-a'per- 
ſonat God imdeed in the critical Sente of 
a Fer/on:for 2 (hape-ofappearance. | But 
may-mot the fame E(femce:be divided? That 
I have aleady ſhew'd' to be impadible. 
Therefore. we cannot make. {o- many per- 
ſonal Gods, becauſe + we aflcrt one and 
the fame Eſſeace in the three Perfons of 
Father, Son and Ho!y Gho:t. But they 


are 
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are diſtin, and therefore muſt be diſtinit 
Gods, fince every one is diftinit from the s- 
ther. They are diftin& as to perſonal Pro- 
perties, but' not as to Eſſential Attributes; 
which are and muſt be the ſame'in all: So 
that -here is but one Eſſential God, 'and 
three Perſons. . CO BIy 

* But after af, why do we aſſert three Per- 
fons in the Godhead > Not becauſe we find 
them-in.the Athanafran Creed ; but becauſe 
the Scripture hath revealed that thereare 
Three, Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt; to 
whom the Divine Nature and Attributes 
are:given. This we verily believe, that 
the :Scripture hath revealed ;- and that 
there are a great many places, of which, 
we think no tolerable Senſe can be given 
without it, and therefore we aſſert this 
Dodqtrine on the fame Grounds, on which 
we believe the Scriptures. And if there 
are three Perſons which have the Divine 
Nature attributed to them ; what muſt we 
do in this Caſe > Muſt we caſt off the T/- 
nity of the Divine Eſſence? No, that isto0 
frequently-and plainly aſſerted for us to 
call it into Que.tion. Muſt we reje& 
thoſe Scriptures which attribute Divinity 
to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, as well as to 
the Father That wecannot do, unleſs we 


caſt off thoſe Books of Scripture, wherein 
thoſe 
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thoſe things are contained. 1 

But. why do we. call them Perſons, when 
that Term is not found in Scripture, and 
z of ' a doubtſull Senſe» The true Ac- 


count -whereof-1-rake. to; be i this. It Facund. 


is obſerved . by - Facundus Flermianenfis, 
that the Chriſtian Church 'received- the 
Doctrine of the 'Trinity before the Terms 
of three Perſons were uſed. 'But Sabellia- 
niſm was the occafron of making uſe of the 
name of Perſons. It's true, Thar the Sq- 
bellians did not diſlike one Senſe of the 
Word: Perſon, (which'they knew was not 
the Churchcs Senſe.) asit was taken for an 
Appearance, or an'external Quality ; which 
was conſiſtent: enough with their Zy- 
pothefis, who allow'd but One real Perſox 
with different Manifeſtations. That this was 
their true Opimon,- appears from the beſt 
account we have of their Do@rine, from 
the "firſt Rite of Sabelianiſm. The Foun- 
dationsiof it were. laid in the earlieſt-agd 
moſt dangerous Herefies in.the Chriſtian 
' Chucch; v/z. that which is commonly 

_ called'by the name'of the Gnoſtichs, and 
that ofithe Cerinthians and Ebijonites. For 
how: much ſoever they differ d from each 
other-1n- other things ; yet they both a- 
greed in this, that there was notuch thing 
as a Trinity, conlitting of Father, Son aud 
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Holy Ghoſt ; but that all was but different 
Appearances and Manifeſtations of God to 
Mankind. In conſequence whereof, the 
Gnoſticks denied the very Humanity of 
Chriſt, and the Cerinthians and Ebtionttes 
his Dzvinity. But both. theſe ſorts, were 
utterly rejeted the Communion of the 
Chriſtian Church ; and no ſuch thing as 
Sabelliariſm was found within it. Atter- 
wards, - there aroſe ſome Perſons who 
ſtarted the ſame Opinion within the 
Church: the firſt we meet with of this 
fort, are thoſe mention'd by Theodoret, E- 
pigonus,Cleomenes,and Noetus, trom whom 
they were called Noetians ; not long after, 
Sabellius broached the fame Doarine in 
Pentapolis, and the Parts thereabouts ;_ 
which made Dzonyfius of Alexandria ap» 
pear ſo early and ſo warmly againſt it. But 
he happening to let fall ſome Expreſſions, 
as though he aſſerted an Inequality of Hy- 
poſtaſes in the Godhead, Complaint . was 
made of it toDzony/rus then Biſhop of Rome; 
who thereupon explained that, which he 
took to be the true Senſe of the Chriſtian 
Church in this matter. Which is ſtill pre- 
ſerved in Athanaſius : Therein he diſowns 
the Sabellian Dotrine,which confounded the 
Father, Sou and Holy Ghoſt, and made them 
fo be the ſame; and withal, he rejected 

thoſe 
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thoſe who held three diſtin and ſeparate 
Hypaſtaſes ; as the Platoniſts, and after 
them the Marcionifts did. Dionyfius of 
Alexandria, when he came to explain him- 
ſelf, agreed with the others, and aſſerted : 
the Son to be of the. ſame Subſtance with ;ng oo 
the Father ; as Athanaſius hath proved at Dionyſ: | 
large: bur yet he ſaid, 7 hat if a diſtintion 
of Hypoſt aſes were not kept up, the Doftrine 
of the Trinity would be loſt ; as appears by 
an Epiſtle of his in S. Bajil. Athanaſtus | 
ſaith, That the Herefie of Sabellius lay Bail de 
in making the Father aud Son to be only , , -—_ok 
different Names of the ſame Perſon ; ſo Athan. O- 
that in one  reſpett be is the Father, and + © 
in another the Son. Gregory Naztanzen in 456. F 
—_ to Sabell;aniſm, (aith, We muſt Greg. Nat 
believe one Goa, and three Hypoſtaſes , rage © a 
and commends Athanaſius for preſer- 
ving the: true Mean, in aſſerting. the 
Unity | of Nature, and the Diſtinition of = 
Properties. S. Bafil faith, That the. Sabel- Or XX 
lians made but one Perſon of the Fa- PO? 
ther and Son : that in Nime they confeſ- 
fed the Son; but in Reality they denied 
him, - Tnanother place, that the Sabellians 
aſſerted but one HypoFtajis in the divine Na- BaſilHom!. 
' ture; but that God took ſeveral Perſons upon "ay 602," 
him, as occafron required : ſometimes that of BaſilEpiſt., 
a Father, at other times of a Son ; and fo of '+'- 

| > the 
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the Holy Ghoſt. And to the ſame purpoſe, 

Epiſt.64- jn other places he ſaith, That there are di- 
39" ftinit Hypoſt. ſes with their peculiar Fro- 
perties ; which being joyned with the Unity 

of Nature make up the true Confeſſion of 

Faith. There were ſome who would have 

but Oze Hypoſtafis; whom he oppoles 

with great vehemency ; and the Reaſon 

he gives, is, That then they muſt make the 

Perſons to. be mere Names ; which is Sa- 
bellianiſm. And he ſaith, 7hat if 'our No- 

tions of diſtin Perſons have no certain 
Foundation they are mere Names, ſuch as Sa- 

br Jlius caled Ferſens. But by this Fonnda- 
_ tiouhedoth not mean anv: diſtin Efſences,, 

but the incomm: nicable roperties belong- 

| ing to them, as Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. 

It ispla:n trom hence, that the neceſſity 

of aſierting three Hypoſtaſes, came from 

thence, that otherwiſe they could not {9 

wel: di:iinguiih themſelves from : the: Sa- 

bellians whole Dodtrine they utterly dif- 
owned, as well as Ari..niſm and Judaiſm ; 

Arhanag 30d It appears by the 1 eſtimonies of Atha- 
p 567. maftus, Gregory Nazianzen, and' S. Bafil, 
Greg Naz. that they look'd cn one as bad as the other ; 
F.9 and they commonly jozn Judaiſm, and 

Hom. 27. Sabellzaniſm togeiher. 

But yet there arole Difficulties,  whe- 

ther they were to hold one Hypoſtafrs or 

three. 
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three. The ſormer inſiſted on the gene- 
rally received Senſe of ypoftafis for 
Subſtance or Eſſence ; and therefore 'they 
could not hold three F7poſtaſes ' without 
three diftin# Efſences, as the Platoniſts 
and Martionits he'd. Upon this a Sy- 
nod was called at Atexandria*ty adjult 
this matter, where both Parties were de- Ruffin. 9. 
| fired ro explain rhemſelves. Thoſe who 2! biſt. 

held three Hypoſtaſes were asked, Whe akon Te. 
ther they maintained three Hypoſt.iſes as 39 Anti- 
the Arians did, of different Subſtances and DER 379+ 
ſeparate Subſiſtkences, as Mankind and 0- 
ther Creatures are * Or as other Fereticks, 
three Principles or three Gods > All which _ 
they ſtedfaſtly denied. Then they were 
asked, Why they uſed thoſe terms * They 
anſwered, Becauſe they believed the Holy 
Trinity to be more than mere Names ; and 
that the Father, and Son, and Holy Ghoſt 
had a real Subfiſtence belonging to them j 
but ftifl they held but one Godhead, one 
Principle, and the Son of the ſame Subſtance 
with the F.ther ; and the Holy Ghoſt not 
to be a Creature, but to bear the ſame pro- 
per and inſeparable Eſſence with the Father 
and the $»1. Then: rhe other ſide were 
asked, When they aſſerted bit one Hypo- 
ftafis, whether they held with Sabellius or 
not ; and that the Son and Holy Ghoſt had 
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no Eſſence or Subjiſkence? which they ut- 
terly denied; bur faid, that their mean- 
ing was, That Hypoſtafis was the ſame with 
Subſtance ; and by one Hypoſtafis, they in- 
tended no more, but that the Father, Sou 
and Holy Ghoſt were of the ſame individu- 
al Subſtance; ( tor the words are tix > 
Te Timm Tic Goxec ) and (o they held 
but one Godhead and one divine Nature : ' 
and upon theſe terms they agreed. From 
whence it follows, that the Notion of 
three Hypoſtaſes, asit was received in the 
Chriſt:an Church, was to be underſtood 
ſo as to be conſiſtent with the Iundividu- 
al nity of the divine Eſſence. And the 
great rule of the Chriſtian Church was 
to keep in the middle, between the Do- 
Atrines of SabeHius and Arius; and ſo by 
degrees, the Notion of tbree Hypoſtaſes 
and one Eſſence was look'd on in the Ea- 
ſtern Church, as the moit proper Dif- 
crimination of the Qrthodorx ak the 
Sabellians and Arians. | | 

But the Latin Church was not fo eafi- 
ly brought to the uſe of three Zypoſtaſes, 
becauſe they knew no other Senle of it, 
but for Sub/taxce or Eſſence; and they 
all denied that there was any more than 
one divine Subſtance, and therefore they 
rather embraced the Word Perſona ; on 
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did agree in the name of Perſons, as moſt 
proper to ſignifie their meaning, which 
was, That there were three which had d;- 
flindt Subfiſtences, and incommunicable Pro- 
perties, and one and the ſame divine Eſſence. 
And ſince the Notion of it is fo well un- 
derſtood, to ſignifie ſuch a peculiar Senſe, 
I ſee no reaſon why any ſhould ſcruple 
 theuſeof it. Asto its ot berirg uſed in 
Scripture, Socinus himſelf deſpiſes it, and 
allows it to beno ; 7g reaſon. For when 
Franciſcus Davides obje&ted, That the 
terms of Eſſence and Perſon were not in Scri- 
pture; Socinus tells him, That they expo- Socin.Vol, 
ſed their cauſe who went upon ſuch grounds ; * 7 7% 
and that if the ſenſe of them were in Scri- 
pture, it was no matter whether the terms 
were or not. | 
Having thus clear'd the Notion of three 
Perſons, I return to the Senſe of Scripture 
-about theſe matters. And our Unitari- 
ans tell us, that we ought to interpret 
Scripture otherwiſe. How \doth that ap- 
pear? They give us very little encou- 
ragement to follow their /xterpretations, 
which are ſo new, ſo forced, fo different 
from the general Senſe of the Chriſtian 
World, and which I mav ſay, refle& (6 
highly on the Honour of Chriſt and his 
Apoſtles, z, e. by making uſe of ſuch Ex- 
MOZkL I 4 preſlions, 
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preſſions, which if they do not mean, 
what to honeſt and ſincere Minds they 
appear todo, muſt be intended/(according 
to them) to: ſet up Chrilt a mere Man to 
be a God... And if ſuch a thought as this 
could enter into the Mind of a thinking 
Man, it would tempt him to ſuſpe& much 
more as to thoſe Writings than there: is 
the leaſt colour or reaſon for. Therefore 
theſe bold inconſiderate Writers ought to 
reflect on the conſequence of ſuch fort of 
Arguments, aad if they have any regard 
to Chrit-12nity, not to trifle Cith Seri- 
pture as they Co. 
Nez A- But fay they, The queſtion only is, Whes- 
—__ "9 ther we ought to interpret Scripture when it 
precd P13. 
/; peak s of God; according to reaſon or not, 
that is like Fools or like wiſe Men? Like 
wiſe Men no doubt, if they can hit vpon 
it, but they. go about it as untowardly 
as. ever Men did. For 1s this to znter- 
.pret Scripture like wiſe Men, to take up 
. tome: novel 7iterpretations, againſ} the ge- 
eral Senſe'of the Chriſtian Church from 
the Apoſtles times? Is this to act lzke-wiſe 
Mex, to raiſe Objeions againſt the Au- 
thority-of the Books, | they cannot an- 
ſwer, and to ery out of falſe Copzes and 
Ti ranſlations without reaſon, and to' ren- 
der all | places ſuſpicious, which make/a- 
Y gainſt 
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oainſt them. 2 Is this to interpret | Scri- 
pture like wiſe Men, to make our Saviour 
affect to be thought a God, when he knew 
himſelf to be a mere Man, and by their 
own Confeſlion had not his divine Autho- 
rity and Power conferr'd upon him ? And 
to make his, Apoſtles ſet up the Worſhip 
of ia Creature, when their deſign was to 
take away the Worſhip of all ſuch, . who 
by Nature are not Gods? Is this like wiſe 
Men, to tell :the World, that theſe were 
only ſuch Gods whom they had ſet up, and 
God: had not appointed; as thot:gh there 
were no.real [dolatry but in giving divine 
Worſhip without God's Command. 


—— ___ 
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The Socinian Senſe of Scripture 


examined. Y 


UT they muſt not think to eſcape fo 

) caſily-for ſuch a groundleſs and pre- 
ſumptuous ſaying; that zhey interpret the 
Scripture not like Fools, but likewiſe Mem : 
becauſethe true Senſe of Scripture is really 
the main point between us; and there- 
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fore I ſhall more carefully examine the | 
Wiſe Senſe they give of the chief places 
which relate to the matter in hand. 

1. Is this to interpret Scripture like wiſe 
Men, to make the Author to the Hebrews 
in one Chapter, and that but a ſhort one, 
to bring no leſs than four places out of 
the O/d Teſtament, and according to their 
Senſe, not one of them proves that which 
he aimed at? wiz. that Chriſt was ſupert- 
our to Angels, as will appear by the Senſe 
they give of them. Heb. 1. 5. For unto 
which of the Angels ſaid he at any time, 
Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten 

rift of the thee 2 Theſe words, ſay they, in their ori- 

Eais.. * ginal and primary Senſe are ſpoken of Da- 

vid, but in their myſtical Senſe are a Pro- 

phecy concerning Chriſt. Was this myſtical 

Senſe primarily intended or not ? If not, 

they are only an accommodation and no 

proof, But they ſay, even in that my/tz- 

cal Senſe, they were intended not of the 

Lord Chriſt's ſuppoſed eternal Generation 

from the Eſſence of the Pather, but of his 
Reſarrefion from the dead. | 

But if that be not taken as an Evidence 

of his being the eternal Son of God, how 
doth this prove him above Angels 2 

Heb. 1. 6. Aud again, when be bringeth 

bis firſt begotten into the World, be faith 
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And let all the Angels of God Worſhip him. 

This, one would [think home to the bu- 

ſineſs.. But our wiſe Interpreters tell us 
plainly, That the words were uſed by the 
Pſalmiſt on another occaſion, 1. e.. they are - om 
nothing to the purpoſe. But being told ks 
of this," inſtead of- mending the matter, 

they have made it far worſe; for upon 

ſecond thoughts, (but not wiſer ), they lay, 

The words are not taken out of the Pſalm, Defence of 
but out of Dent. 32. 43. where the words o _ 
are not ſpoken of God, but of God's Pen: p. 35. 
ple; and if this be ſaid of God s People, 

they hope it may be ſaid of Chriſt too, 
without concluding from thence, that Chriſt 

is the ſupreme God. But we mult conclude 

from hence, that theſe are far from be- 

ing: wiſe: Interpreters; for what conſe- 

quence is this, the Angels worſhip God's 
People, therefore:-Chriſt is ſuperiour to 
Angels ? 

Heb. r. 8. Thy Throue O God is for ever Hil of 15 
and ever, i.e. ſay they, God is thy Throne an 
for ever. And ſothey relate nat zo Chriſt 
but 78 God, And to what purpoſe then 
are they brought ? -- | 
'\ Heb. c. 10. 7hou Lord in the begiuning 
baſt laid the foundation of the Earth, and 
the Fjeavens are the work of thy Hands. 

Theſe words, ſay they, are te be underſtood Ivia. 2.17. 


aot 
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wot of Chriſt, but of God. Which is to 
charge the Apoſtle with arguing' out of 
the old Teſtament very imperrtinently. 
Is this interpreting the Scriptures like wiſe 
Men? Is it not rather expoſing and ridi- 

culing them ? . | 
2. 15 this to interpret Scripture like wiſe 
Men, to give ſuch a forced Senſe of the 
beginning of S. John s Goſpel, as was never 
thought of from the -writing of it, till 
ſome in the laſt Age thought it neceſſary 
to avoid the proof of Chriſt's Divinity 
Anſwer to from it. For the A939; was never taken, 
_=_ w—_ the Senſe they put upon it, for him 
p.o. that was to preach the Word in S. John's 
Anſwer 0 time ; but the ſignitication of it was then 
= W—_ underſtood from the Alexandrian 
School (as appears by Philo) whence it 
was brought by Cerinthus into thoſe parts 
of Afra, where S. John lived when he 
wrote his Goſpel: and one of themſelves 
conſeſles, that Cerinthus did by the AZ- 
Refleiow. 20; mean ſomething divine, which reſted 
— ' upon, and inhabited the Perſon of Feſus, 
and was that power by which God created 
original Matter and made the World, but 
as the Chriſt or the Word deſcended on Je- 
ſus at his Baptiſm, ſo it left him at his Cru: 
cifixion. That which I obſerve* from 
henee is, that there was a known and 
current 
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current Senſe of the Ao; at the time of 
S. Fohn's writing his Goſpel, very diffe- 
rent from that of a Preacher of the Word 
of God ; and therefore I cannot but think 
it the wiſeſt way of interpreting S. John, 
to underſtand him in a Senſe then ' com- 
monly known ; and ſo he affirms the A4oc 
to have been 2x the beginning, i. e. before 
the Creation (tor he laith atterwards, 4// 
things were made by him) and that be was 
with God, and was God; and this Worddid 
not inhabit Jeſus, as Cerinthus *held, but 
was made Fleſh and dwelt among us. And 
foS. Johnclearly aſſerted rhe Divinity and 
Incarn:tion of the Son 'of God. And-in all 
the Diſputes afterwards with Paulas Sa- 
moſatenus and Photinus, it appears; that 
they -underſtood the Atv not' for any 
mere Man, but- for. {ome Divine Power, 
which reſted upon the Perſon! of Jeſus. 
So that this was a very late, and I think 
no very Wiſe Interpretation of S,. John. 

t And-even Sandius conleſles, That Soci- Sand p.93- 
nus his Senſe was wholly new and unheard 
of in the ancient Church ; not only among 
the Fathers, but the Hereticks, as | have 
before. obſerved. For -they agreed -(ex- 
cept : their gocd-Friends the Alogz who 
went the ſure(t way to work) thac by the 
Word no mere Man was underſtood, Let 
them 
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them produce one if they can, ſaith Sandrus 
(even the learned and judicious Sandins.) 
Did they all interpret the Scriptures like 
Fools, and not like wiſe Men? But if the 
Chriſtian Tuterpreters were ſuch Fools ; what 
think they of the Dezfts, whom they ſeem 
to have a better opinion of, as to their 
Wiſdom? What, if Men without Biaſs of 
Intereſt, or Education think ours the more 
proper and agreeable Senſe ? 

The late Archbiſhop to this purpoſe 
had mention d Amelins the Platoniſt, asan 
indifferent Fudge. But what ſay our Wiſe 

ry Interpreters to this? Truly they ſay, That 
2. 54, the Credit of the Trinitarian Cauſe rurs 
very low, wheu an uncertain Tale of an ob- 

ſecure Platoniſt of #o reputation for Learn- 

ing or Wit, i' made to be a good part of 

the Proof which is alledged for theſe Do- 

arines. If a Man happen to ſtandin their 

way, he muſt be content with ſuch a 
Character as they will be pleaſed to give 

him. If he had deſpiſed S. Fohn s Goſpel, 

and manner of exprefſion, he had been as 

Wiſe as the Alogi; but notwithſtanding 

the extraordinary Character given of 

Friend Amelins (as they call him) by Eu- 

g_ ſebius; by Porphyrias, by Proclus, and by 
ins ir, Damaſcius, this very Saying of his ſinks 


vang. /.i1, & . 
c. 18. his Reputation for ever withthem. What 


would 
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would Falian have given for ſuch-a Wiſe 


Interpretation of S. Fohn? when he cannot Cynic 
deny, but that he did ſet up the Divinity 7%. ,.., 


of Chriſt by theſe Expreſſions; and up- 


braids the Chriſt:ans of Alexandria, for gi- _ ep. 


ving Worſhip to Jeſus as the Word and God » 
With what ſatisfation would he have re- 
ceived ſuch a Senſe of his Words ; when 


he Complemented Photirus for denying Facund. 
the Divinity of Chriſt ; while other Chrz. © * 763- 


ftians aſſerted it ? 

But they do not by any means dea] 
fairly with the late Archbiſhop as to the 
Story of Amelius ; tor they bring it in, as 
if he had laid the weight of the Cauſe up- 
on it; whereas he only mentions it, as a 
Confirmation, of a probable ConjeQture, 
That Plato had the Notion of the Word of 
God from the Jews; becauſe that was a Ti- 
tle which the Jews did commonly give to 
the Meſfias, as he proves from Philo, and 
the Chaldee Paraphraſtf. To which they 
give no manner of Anſwer. But they 
affirm in anſwer to my Sermon, p. 9. 
That Socinus his Senſe was, That Chriſt 
was called the Word, becauſe he was the 
Bringer or Meſſenger of God's Word. But 
were. not the Fews to underſtand it in the 
Senſe it was known among them ? And 
if the Chaldee Paraphraſt had uſed ir in 

that 
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that Senſe, he would never have applied 
it to a Divine Subſiſtence, as upon Exa- 
mination it will appear that he doth. Of 
which Rittangel gives a very good Ac- 
count, who had been a Few and was very 
well $killed in rhcir ancient Learning. 
He tells.vs, That he had a Diſcourfe with 
a learned Unitarian upon this Subject, 
who was particularly acquainted with the 
Eaſtern Languages ; and he endeavoured 
to prove, That there was nothing in the 
Chaldee Paraphrafts uſe of RW2n, becauſe 
it was promiſcuouſly uſed by him for van 
where it was applied to God. This Rittan- 
gel denied; and offer'd to prove, that the 
Chaldce Paraphraſt did never uſc that 
Word ina common manner, butas it was 
appropriated to a Divine Subliſtence. 
He produces ſeveral places where » R102 
is put, and nothing anſwering to Word in 
the Hebrew, as Gen. 20. 21. TheChaldee 
hath ir, The Word of Jehovah ſhall ve my 
God, Exod. 2.25. And Jehovah laid, He 
would redeem them by his Word, Exod. 6. 8. 
Tour mur murings are not againſt us, but a+ 
gainſt the Word of Fehovah, Exod. 19. 17. 
nd Moſes brought the People out to meet 
the Word of Fehovah, Levit. 26. 46. Theſe 
are the Statutes and Tudgments, and Laws, 
which Jehovah gave berween his Word and 

the 
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the Children of Iſrael by the hand of Moſes, 
Numb. 11. 20. Te bave deſpiſed the Word 
of Fehovah whoſe Divinity dwelt among you, 
Num. 23. 21. The Word of Jehovab is 
with him, and the Divinity of their King 
is among them,Deut. 1.30. The Word of Je- 
hovah ſhall fight for you, Deut. 2. 7. Theſe 
forty years the Word of Fehovah hath been 
with thee, Deut. 1.32. Te did not believe in 
the Word of Jehovah yoar God, Deut. 4.2.4. 
Fehovah thy God, his Word is a conſuming 
fire, Deut. 5. 5. I/tood between the Word 
of Fehovah and you, to ſhew you the Word 
of the Lord, Devut. 32. 6. 8. Fehovah thy 
God, his Word ſhall go with thee, with ma- 
ny other places, which he brings out of 
Moſes his Writings ; and there are multi- 
tudes to the ſame purpoſe in the other 
Books of Scripture ; which ſhews, faith 
he, that this Term the Word of God, was fo 
appropriated for many Apes; as appears 
by all the Chaldee Paraphraſts and thean- 
cient DoQtors of the Fews. And he ſhews 
by ſeveral places, that the Chaldee Para- 
phraſt did not once render 1354 by x99 
when there was occaſion for it; no, not 
when the Word of God is ſpoken of with 
reſpeRt to a Prophet; as he proves by 
many Teſtimonies; which are particular- 
ly enumerated by _ The reſult - the 

Jon 
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Conlerence was, that the 7nitarian had 
ſo muclt Ingenuity toconfeſs, That unleſs 
theſe Words had another Senſe, their Cauſe 
was loſt ; and our Faith had a ſure Foun- 
dation. 

3ut it may be objeted that Morinus 
hath ſince taken a great deal of pains to 
prove the Chaldee Paraphraſts, not to have 
been of that Antiquity,which they have been 
ſuppoſed by the Jews to be of. 

In anſwer to this, we may fay in gene- 
ral, that 7orinus his great Proofs are a- 
gainſt another Chaldee Paraphraſt of very 
imall reputation, viz. of Foxathan upon 
the Law; and not that of Oxke/os, which 
Rittangel relied upon in this Matter. -And 
none can deny this to have bcen very an- 
cient; but the Fews have fo little know- 
ledge of their own Hiſtory, but what is 
in Scripture, that very little certainty can 
be had from them. But we muſt com- 
pare rhe Circumſtances of things, if we 
would come to any reſolution in this 
Matter. Now it is certain, that Ph//o the 
Alexandrian Few, who lived fo very near 
our Saviours time, had the ſame Notio:1 
of the Word of God, which is in the Chal- 
dee Paraphraſt : whoſe Teſtimonies have 
been produced by fo many already, that 
I nced not to repeat them. 

And 
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And Eufebius faith, The Jews axd Chri- Eaſebius 
ſtians had the ſame Opinion as to Chriſt, till _ E | 
the former fell off from it in oppoſition to the c. 1. 
Chriſtians ; and he particularly inſtances 
in his Divinity, But if Morinas his Opi- 
nion be embraced, as to the lateneſs of 
theſe Chaldee Paraphraſes, this inconve- 
nience will neceſſarily follow, viz. That 
the Fews when they had changed ſo much 
their Opinions, ſhould inferr thoſe Paſla- 
ges themſelves which aſſert the Divinity of 
theWord. And it can hardly enter into any 
man's head that conſiders the Humour of 
the Jewiſh Nation,to think,that after they 
knew what S. John had written concern- 
ing the Word; and what uſe the Chri/ti- 
ans made of it to prove the Divinity of 
Chriſt, they ſhould purpoſely inſert ſuch 
paſſages in that Paraphraſe of the Law 
which was in ſuch eſteem among th-m, 
that Elias Levita laith, Ti hey were uader 
Obligation to read two Paralcha's out of it 
every Week,together with the Hebrew Text. 
Now, who can imagine that the Jews 
would do this upon any other account, 
than that it was deliver d down to them, 
by fo ancient a Tradition, that they durſt 
not difcoritinue it. And it is obſerved | 
in the place of Scripture which our | 
Saviour read in the Synagogue , that | 
K 3 he 
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he follow'd neither the Hebrew nor the 
Greck, but in probability the Chaldee Pa- 
raphraſe; and the Words he uſed upon the 
Croſs, were in the Chaldee Dialect. 

The later Jews have argued againſt the 
Trinity, and the Divinity of Chriſt like 
any Unitarians, as appears by the Colle- 
Qtion out of Joſeph 41bo, David Kimchi,&c. 
publiſhed by Genebrard, with his Anſwers 
to them. And is it any ways likely, that 
thoſe who were ſo much ſet againſt rheſe 
Doctrines, ſhould themſelves put in ſuch 
Expreſſions, which juſtifle what the Evan- 
geliſt faith about the Word, being in the 
Bezinning, being with God, and being God ? 

The Subſtance of what I have fd, as 
to S. Fohn's Notion of the Word, is this; 
That there is no colour for the Senſe which 
Sccinus hath put upon it; either from 
the uſe of it among other Authors, or 
any Interpretation among the Jews. But 
that there was in his time a current ſenſe 
of it, which from the Jews of Alexandra, 
was diſperſed by Cerinthus in thoſe parts 
where he lived. That for ſuch a Notion 
there was a very ancient Tradition among 
the Jews, which appears in the moſt an- 
cient Paraphraſe of the Law, which is 
read in their Synagogues. And there- 
fore according to all reaſonable ways of 

inter- 
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interpreting Scripture, the Word cannot 
be underſtood in S. Fohy, for one whoſe 
Office it was to preach the Word, but for 
that Word which was with God before a- - 
ny thing was made, and by whom a/l things 
were made. 
3. Is rhis to interpret Scripture like wiſe 
Men, to give a new Senſe of ſeveral Pla- 
ces of Scripture from a matter of Fatt of 
which there is no proof, the better to 
avoid the proof of the Divinity of the 
$on of God?2 © 
This relates ro the ſame beginning of 
S. Johw's Goſpel, the Word was with God ; Joh. r. tr; 
af pron other places, making menti- # 13, 
on*of his deſcent from Heaven. The ſente s. {:. © 
which theſe wiſe interpreters put upon 4” to 
them is, that Chriſt was rapt up into Hea- Giſhop's : 
ven, before he entred upon his Preathing. Serm.y.56, 
But where is this ſaid > What proof,what ,jve- :, 
Evidence, what credible Witneſſes of it, »y Sermon, 
as there were of his Transfigaration, Re- Þ: '*: 
farreftion and Aſcenſion 2 Nothing like 
any Proof is offcr'd for it ; but it isa wiſe 
Way they think of avoiding a prefling 
difficulty, 
But they have a farther reach in it, v/z, 
to ſhew how Chriſt, being a mere Man, 
ſho1ld be qualified for ſo great an under- 
taking as the founding the Chriſtian 
R 3 Church 
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Church 5; and therefore they fay, That 
Hiſt. of the before our Lord entred upon his Office of the 
Unic.P-29e Meſſras, he was takes up to Heaven to be in- 
flruled in the Mind and will of God(as Mo- 
ſes was into the Mount, Exod. 24. 1,2,12.) 
and from thence deſcended to execute his 
Office, and declare the Jaid Will of God. 
In another place, That when it is ſaid, the 
Anſwer te Word was with God; that is, the Lord 
4 2 Chriſt was taken up into Heaven to be in- 
ſirutted in all points relating to his Ambaſ- 
Anſ. to the ſage or Miniſtry. In a third, they fay, 
1 wo vPs That our Saviour before he entred upon his 
* == Miniſtry, aſcended into Feaven, as Mo- 
ſes did into the Mount, to be inſtrufted in 
all things belonging to the Goſpel Dofrine 
and Polity which he was to eſtabliſh and 
adminiſter. Now conſidering what fort 
of Perſon they make Chriſt to have. been, 
viz. a meer Man; this was not il] thought 
of by them ; to ſuppoſe him zaken up in- 
to Heaven and there inſtrutted in what he 
was to teach and to do, as Moſes was into 
the Mount before he gave the Law. Burt 
here lies a mighty difference ; when Mo- 
ſes was called up into the Mount, the Peo- 
ple had publick notice given of it ; and 
he took Aaron and his Sons, aud Seventy 
Elders of Iſrael with him ; who ſaw the 
Glory of God, v. 10. And all I{rael beheld 
I SES the 
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the Glory of the Lord as a devouring Fire 
on the Top of the Mount, v. 17. and af- 
ter the 40 days were over, it is ſaid, That 
Moſes came down from the Mount, and 
the Children of Iſrael ſaw him with his 
Face ſhining , Exod. 34. 49. Now if 
Chriſt were taker up into Heaven , as 
Moſes was into the Mount, why was it 
not made publick at that time ? why no 
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Witneſſes? why no Appearance of the | 


Glory to ſatisfie Mankind of the truth 
of it? And yet we find, that when he was 
transfigured on the holy Mount, he took Pe- 
ter, aud James, and John with him ; which 
circumſtance is carefully -mention'd by 
the Evangeliſts. And Peter, who was 
one of the Witneſſes then prelent, lays 
great weight upon this being done in the 
preſence of Witneſſes. For we have not 
follow'd cunningly deviſed Fables , when 
we made known unto you the Power and 
cominz of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, bat were 
Eye-witneſſes of his - Majefty. For he re- 
ceived from God the Father, Flonour and 
Glory, when there came ſuch a voice to him 
from the excellent Glor And this 
woice which came from Heaven we heard, 
when we were with him in the holy Mount. 
Now let any one compare this with the 
account which they give of Chrift's 4- 


Is 4 ſeenjacu 
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2 Pet,1,16, 


17, 


18, 
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feenſion into Heaven. The T ransfiguration 
was intended only for a particular Te- 
ſtimony of God's Favour, before his ſuf- 
fering ; but even in that, he took care 
there ſhould be very credible Witneſſes of 
it. And is it then poſlible to believe, 
there ſhould be ſuch an Aſcen/ton of Chriſt 
into Heaven, for no leſs a purpole, than to 
be inſtrutted in his Ambaſſage, and to un- 
derſtand the Mind and Will of God as to his 
Ofice ; and yet not one of the Evangeliſts 
give any account of the circumſtances of 
it 2 They are very particular, as to. his 
Birth, Faſting, Baptiſm, Preaching, Mi- 
racles , Sufterings, Reſurreftion and A- 
ſcenſion ; but not one Word among them 
all as to the circumſtances of his being 
taken up into Feaven for lo great a pur- 
poſe? If it were neceſſary to be believed, 
why is it not. more plainly revealed ? 
Why not the time and place mention'd 
in Scripture, as well as of his Faſting 
and 7emptatiou? Who can imagine it con- 
fiſtent with that Sincerity and Paithful- 
veſs of rhe Writers of the New 7eſtament, 
to conceal ſo material a part of Chriſt's 


_ Inſtructions and Qualifications; and to 


Wrap it up in ſuch doubtful Expreſlions, 
that none eyer found out this meaning 
till the days of Socinus > Enjedinus men- 
rd 8 Tu tions 
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tions it only as'a poſſible Serſe ; but he Fnjcd. in 


confeſſes, That the New Teſtament ſait 
wothing at all of it ; but, faith he, neither 
doth it mention other things before he en- 
fred upon his Office. Burt this is a very 
weak Evaſion, for this was of -greateſt 
importance with reſpe&t to 'his Office, 
more than his Baptiſm, Faſting and Tem- 
ptation ; yet theſe are very fully ſer 
down. | | 

And after. .all,, our 2-nitarians them- 
ſelves ſeem to miſtruſt their own zrer- 
pretations , for in their anſwer 10 my Ser- 


Joh. 6.62, 


mon, they lay, it is not the Dodtrine of all Anſwer to 


the Unitarians, . and refer me' to another 'Y pp 
. account given of theſe Texts in the Hiſtory 


of the Unitarians. There indeed I find xifory of 
Grotius his interpretation (as they call cop 1] 


it) prefer'd before that of Socimus. Bur * 


they ſay, Grotius was Socinian all over, p. 1x. 


and that his Annotations are a compleat $y- 
ſtem of Socinianiſm ; and his Notes on the 
firſt of S. John are written artificially, but 
the Senſe at the bottom is theirs. In ſhort 
That the Word, according to Grotius, is 
not an eternal Son of God, but the Power 
and Wiſdom of God ; which abiding without 
meaſure on the Lord Chriſt, is therefore 
ſpoken f as a Perſon and as oxe with Chriſt, 
and he with that. And this Notion of _ 
| Word 


P, 28. 
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Word leads a man through all the difficul- 
ties of this Chapter, with far more eaſe 
than any hitherto offer d. But theſe wiſe 
Interpreters have as much miſinterpreted 
Grotius, as they have done the Scriptures, 
as I ſhall make it appear. | 
(1.) Grotius on John 6, 62. interprets 
Chrilt's Aſcenſion into Heaven, of his cor- 
poral Aſcent thither after his Reſurreion, 
where the A5qg9s or Word was before, of 
whom it is ſaid, That the Word was with 
God. But how comes Chriſt to aſlume 
that to himſelf which belong'd to the Word? 
He anſwers, Why not, fince we call Body 
and Soul by the Name of the Man? Burt if 
no more were meant by the Word, but 
a divine Attribute of Wiſdom and Power, 
what colour could there be for the Sor of 
Man taking that to himſelf, which be- 


longed to an Attribute of God 2? What 


ſtrange way of arguing would this have 
been 2 What, aud if ye ſhall ſee the Son of 
Man aſcending where he was before 2 For 
according to this Senſe, how comes 4a di- 
vine Attribute to be calledthe Sox of Man? 
How could the Sor of Man be ſaid to aſ- 
cend thither, where a divine Attribute 
was before 2 The words oTv nv mo regn- 
ev, mult relate to him ſpoken of before ; 
and how could the Power and Wiſdom 
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of God be ever ſaid toibe the Son of May ? 
But if we ſuppoſe a perſonal Union of 
theWord with the human Naturein Chriſt, 
then we have a very reaſonable Senſe of 
the Words; for then no more is impiy d, 
but that Chriſt, as conſiſting of both Na- 
tures,ſhould aſcend thither, where the Word 
was before; when it iSfaid, that the Word 
was with God; and ſoGrotius underſtands it. 

(2.) Grotius doth'i net make the Word 
in tbe beginning of S$.John's Goſpel to be a 
mere Attribute of Wiſdom aud Power, but 
the eternal Son of God. _ This | ſhall prove 
from his own Words. 

x. He aſſerts in his Preface to S. Johw's 
Goſpel, that the chief cauſe of his writing 
was univerſally agreed to have been to 
prevent the ſpreading of that Venom 
which had: been then diſperſed - uy the 
Church; which he - underſtands of the 
tTerefies about Chriſtzand the Word: Now 
among theſe, the Herefie of Cerinthis was 
this very Opinion which they faftenxipon 
Grotius ; viz. that theWord was the Div.ue 
Wiſdom and Power inhabiting in the Per- 
ſon of Jeſus, as I have:thew'd before from 
themſelves. And beſides, Grotias- fawth, 
That the other Evangeliſts had only intimas 
ted the divine Nature of Chriſt from his ont» 
racuous Conception, Miracles, knowing, Mens 

Hearts, 
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Hearts, perpetual Preſence, promiſe of the 
Spirit, 'remiſh ron of Sins, &c, But $. John, 
as the time required, attributed the Name 
and Power of God tohim from the beginning. 
So that by the Name and Power of God, 
he means the fame which he called the 
divine Nature before. 

2. Heſaith, - that when it is raid, The 
Word was with God; it ought to beunder- 
ſtood as /gnativs explains it, with the” Fa- 
ther; what can this mean,unleſs heunder- 
ſtood the Word to be rhe eternal Son of 
God? And hequotes 7ertwllian,laying that 
he is the Son of God,and God ex unitate Sub- 
ſtantiz; and that there was a Prolation of 
the Word without Separation. Now what 
Prolation can there be of a meer Attribute? 
How can that be ſaid to be the Son of God 
begotten of the Father without Diviſion, be- 
fore all Wortds, as he quotes it from Fu/tin 
Martyr > And that he is the Word,and God 
of God,from Theophilus Antiochenus > And 
int the next Verfe, when it is ſaid, 7he 
ſame was in the beginning with God ; it is 
repeated on purpoſe, faith he, That we 
might conſider, that God is ſo to be un- 
derſtood, that a Diſtin&tion is to be made 
between Ged, with whom he was, and the 
Word who was with God; ſo that the Word 
doth not comprehend all that is God. But 

our 
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our Wiſe Interpreters put a ridiculous Senſe 
upon it; as though all that Grorzus meant 
was, That Gods Attributes are the ſame 
with himſelf (which although true in it 
ſelf, is very impertinent to Grotzus his pur- 
poſe) and that the Reaſon why he faith, 
That the Word is not all that God is, was, 
becauſe there were other Attributes of God 
beſides. But where doth Grotius fay any 
thing like this? Is this Wiſe interpreting 2 
or honeſt and fair dealing > For Grotzus 
immediately takes notice from thence of 
the Difference of Zypoſtaſes ; which he 
faith was taken from the Platoniſts, but 
with a change of the Senſe. 

3- When it is ſaid, v. 3. That all things 
were made by him ; Grotius underſtands it 
of the old Creation, and of the Son of God. 
For, he quotes a paſſage of Barnabas, 
where he faith, The Sun is the Work of 
his hands ; and ſeveral paſſages of the Fa- 
thers to prove, That the World and all 
things in it were created by him; and he 
adas, That nothing but God himſelf is ex- 
cepted. What fay our Wiſe Interpreters 
to all this? Nothing at all to the pur- 
poſe ; but they cite the Engliſh Ge- 
neva Tranſlation (when they pretend to 
give Grotias his Senſe) and add, That 
the Ward now begins to be ſpoken of as. a 

| Perſon 
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Perſon by the ſame Figure of Speech, that 
Solomon ſairh, Wiſdom hath builded her 
houſe,&c. Doth Grotius ſay any thing like 
this? And yet they ſay, Let us hear Grotius 
mnterpreting this ſublime Proeme of S.John's 
Goſpel. But they leave out what he faith, 
and put in what he doth not fay; is not 

this interpreting like Wiſe men ? 
4. The Word was made fleſh, v.14. 1c. 
ſay the nitarians as from Grotius ; It 
did abode on, and inhabit a hamane Perſon, 
the Perſon of Feſus Chriſt ; 'and ſo was in 
appearance made fleſh or man. But what 
faith Grotius himſelf 2 The Word that he 
might bring us to God, ſhew'd himſelf in the 
Weakneſs of humane Nature; and he quotes 
the words of $.Pavul for it, x Tim. 3.16. God 
was manifeſt in the fleſh: and then produces 
ſeveral Paſſages of the Fathers to the ſame 
purpoſe. Is not this a rare Specimen of 
Wifſe interpreting, and Fair dealing with 
ſo conſiderable a Perſon, and ſo well 
known, as Grotias > Who, after all, in a 
Letter to his intimate Friend Ger. F. YVoſ- 
frus, declares that he owned the Dottrine 
of the Trinity ; both in his Poems and his 
Catechiſm, after his reviewing them ; 
H. Gror, Which Epiſtle is Printed before the laſt 
Opuſc.y, Edition of his Book about Chriſt's Satis- 
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his Faith as to the Trinity, And in the 
hſt Edition of his Poems, but lirtle before 
his Death, he gives a very difte- | (4, {9 cavur rerum vii 
rent Account of the Sow of rz melioris Origo, 
God from what theſe Znita- Immenti pos Parris, 
rians faſten upon him. And Mites fefe Gene to 
now ket the World judge, how _ Lumine Lumen 
wiſely they have interpreted "1"; 24ua fe ſpe- 
both S. Fohn, and his Com- #:Grer. Syl.p.8.£4. 1643. 
mentator Grotus ? 

IV. Is this zo interpret Scripture like 
Wiſe men, to make our Saviour's mean- 
ing to be expreſsly contrary to his Words? 
For when he ſaid: Before Abraham was, I Joh-8. 58. 
am; they make the Senſe to be that real- 
ly he was not, but only 7 God's Decree, 
as any other man may be ſaid to be. This 
place the late Archbiſhop (who was very 
far from being a Socinian, however his 
Memory hath been very unworthily re- 
proached in that, as well as other Rec- 
ſpeds, ſince his Death). urged againſt the 
Socinians,laying,T hat the obvious ſenſe of the 
Werds is, that he had a real Exiſtence, be- 
fore Abraham was atually in Being,and that 
their Interpretation about the Decree is ſo 
very flat, that he can hardly abſtain from 
ſaying it is ridiculous. And the wile An- Anſwer 16 
ſwer they give is, That the words can- jr, 9 
u0P be true in any other Senſe, being ſpoken p. 55. 

of 
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of one who was a Son, and Deſcendant of 
Abraham. Which is as ridiculous as the 
Interpretation; for it is to take it for 
granted, he was no more than a Son of 
Abraham. | 
V. Is this to interpret Scripture like 
Wiſe men, to ſay, that when our Saviour 
Joh.10.36. ſaid in his Conference with the Fews, 7 
am the Son of God, his chief meaning was, 
Anſwer to That he was the Son of God in ſuch a Senſe; 
MUD-2:31- 2s all the faithful are called Gods Children ? 
Is not this doing great Honour to our Sa- 
viour 2 Eſpecially when they ſay, Zhat he 
never ſaid of himſelf any higher thing than 
this, which is true of every good man, I am 
the Son of God. And yet the Fews accu- 
ſed him of Blaſphemy, for making himſelf 
the Son of God ; and. the High Prieſt adju- 
Toh.19.7. red him to tell, Whether he were the Chriſt 
Mart. 26. the Son of God. 
3. 
Did they mean no more, but as any 
Good man is ? 
Selden de But Mr. Seldex faith, that by zhe 
Jure Nat. Son of God the Jews meant, the Word of 
# cent. God (as he is called in the Chaldee Para- 
Pocock phraſt) which was all one, as to profeſs him+ 
Nor, Mil (J# God: And our learned Dr. Pocock faith, 
cel. ad | , 
Maim. That according to the Senſe of the ancient 
Pp. 307,8&% Fews, the Son of God ſpoken of, Plal. 2. was 
the eternal Son of God,of the ſame Subſtance 
with the Father. | And 
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And by this we may underſtand S. Pe- — —_—_ 
ters Confeſſion, Thou art the Chriſt, the Joh, 6, 
Son of the living God ; and Nathanael's, 69. 1, 49, 
Thou art the Son of God. But it is plain 
the Jews in the Conference thought he 
made himſelf God, by faying, 1 aud my Fa- 
ther are One. Not one God, ſay our Wiſe | 
Interpreters, but as Friends are ſaid to be Hill of U- 
One. And what muſt they think of niar.p.25. 
our Saviour the mean time, who knew 
the Fews underſtood him quite otherwile, 
and would not undeceive them ? 

But they fay, The Jews put a malicious Anſwer to 
Conſtruction upon his Words. How doth _s 
that appear? Dothey think the Jews had 
not heard what paſſed before in ſome for- 
mer Conferences, when they thought he 
had made himlelf equal with God; and that jc, 1s; 
he ſaid, That all Men ſhould honour the Son, 23. 
even as they honeured the Father ? 

Theſefayings no doubt ſtuck with them; 
and therefore from them, they had Reaſon 
to think that he meant ſomething extra- 
ordinary, by his ſaying, / and my Father 
are One. Andif they were ſo Wiſe in 7#- 
terpreting Scripture, as they pretend, they 
would have conſidered,that it rhele things 
did not imply his being really the Son of 
God, according to the old Jewiſh Notion, 
he would have ſeverely checked any ſuch 

Mu: 
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Miſ-conſtruQtions of his meaning, and 
have plainly told them, he was but zhe 
Son of Man. But S. Paul's Character of 
him doth plainly ſhew, that he was far 
from any thing like Vanity or Oſtenta- 

Phil. 2. tion, Although he was in the form of God, 
©7% and thought it no Robbery to be equal with 
God; which muſt imply that he was very 
far from aſſuming any thing te himſelf ; 
which he muſt do in a very high meaſure, 
if he were not really the Son of God, fo 
as to be equal with God, The meaning 
whereof, fay our Wiſe Interpreters, is, he 
Hit. of ul. 47d not rob God of his Honour by arrogating 
nitar.p.38. t0 himſelf to be God, or equal with God, 
But what then do they think of theſe 
paſſages in his Conferences with the Jews? 
Was he not bound to undeceive them, 
when he knew they did ſo groſsly miſ-un- 
derſtand him, if he knew himlfelf to be a 
meer Man at the ſame time? This can ne- 
ver go down with me, for they muſt ei- 
ther Charge him with affeting Divine 
Honour, which is the higheſt Degree of 
Pride and Vanity, or they muſt own him 

to be, as he was, The eternal Son of God. 
VI. Is this /vterpreting Scripture like 
Wiſe men, to deny Divine Worſhip to be 
given to our Saviour when the Scripture 
ſo plainly requires it? Whea 1 had urged 
| them 
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them in my Sermon with the Argument 
from Divine Worſhip being given to 
Chriſt; they do utterly deny, zt, and ſay, 
T may as well charge them with the blackeſt 
Crimes. This | was not a little ſurprized 
at, knowing how warmly Socinus had 
diſputed for it. But that I might not miſ- 
underſtand them, I look'd into other pla- 
ces 1n their late Books, and from them l 
gather theſe things. 
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1. They make no ueſtion but feme Wor: Anſwer nn 
ſhip is due to the Lord Chriſt, but the Que. Mil-P- 49: 


ftion is concerning the kind or ſort of Worſhip. 
2. They diſtinguiſh three ſorts of War 
ſhip. 1. Civil Worſhip from Men to one 
another. 2. Religious Worſhip given on the 
account of a Perſons Holineſs, or Relation 
to God; which is more or leſs, according 
to their Sanitity or nearer Relation to 
God. 3. Divine Worſhip which belongs on- 
ly to God; which conſiſts in a Reſignation 
of our Vuderſtandings, Wills and Afﬀetions, 
and ſome peculiar Aits of Reverence and 
Love towards him. The two former may be 
given to Chriſt, they ſay, but not the laſt. 
From whence it follows, that they can- 
not according to their own Principles, re- 
fign their Underſtandings, Wills, and Afﬀes 
ions to Chriſt; becauſe this is proper Di- 
vine Worſhip. Are not theſe very good 
L 4 Chriſtians 
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Chriſtians the mean while 2 How can 
they believe ſincerely, and heartily what 
he hath revealed, unleſs they re/ign their 
Uaderſlandings to him; How can they 
Love and Eſteem him, and place their 
Happineſs in him, if they cannot reſtg 
their Wills and affedions to him? I think 
never any who pretended to be Chriſti- 
ans, durſt venture to ſay ſuch things be- 
fore,and all for fear they ſhould be thought 
to give Divine Worſhip to Chriſt. 

But they confels, 7 hat they are divided 
amoug themſelves about the Invocation of 
Chriſt. Thoſe who are for itlay,That he may 
be the objett of Prayer, without making 
hi; God, or a Perſon of God, and without 
aſcribing to him the Properties of the Di- 
vine Nature, Omnipreſence, Omuiſcience, or 
Omnipotence. Thoſe who deny it, they fay, 
do only refuſe it, becauſe they ſuppoſe he 
hath forbidden it, which makes it a meer 
Error. And in the New Teſtament, they 
lay, The Charge is frequently renewed, that 
thev are to Worſhip God only. And as great 
Writcrs as they have been theſe laſt fteven 
years, they affirm that, They have wrote 
no Book in that time,in which they have not 
been careful to profeſs to all theWorld,that 
a like Honour or Worſhip (much leſs the 
fame) is not to be given to Chriſt as to God. 

And 
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And now I hope we underſtand their 0+ 
pintorr right as to this matter. The que- 
ſtion is, Whether this be 7uterpreting thoſe 
Scriptures which ſpeak of the FHonrur 
and Worſhip due to Chriſt, like wiſe Men? 
And for that I ſhall conſider, 

r. That herein they are gone off from 
the opinion of Socizus and his Followers, 
as to the Senſe of Scripturein thoſe places. 

2. That they have done it in ſuch a 
way, as will juſtifie the Pagan and Popiſh 
Idolatry; and therefore have not interpre- 
ted Scriptare like wiſe Men 

x. That they are gone off trom the o- 
pinion of Sociznus and his followers, who 
did allow divizeIlVorſhip to Chriſt. This 
appears by the diſputes he had with Fran- 
ciſcus Davidis and Chriſtianus Francken a- 
| bout it. The former was about the Szſe 
of Scripture. Socinus produced all thoſe 


places which mention the Invocation of 


Chriſt, and all thoſe wherein S. Paul 
ſaith, The Grace of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
be with youall; and the Lord Feſzs Chriſt 
direft our way, &c. and all thoſe where- 
in a divine Power and Authority 1s given 
to Chriſt as head of the Church, for the 
ſupport of the Faith and Hope of all thoſe 
who believe in him in order to Salvatt- 
on, And this S$5rzans truly judged to be 

_ proper 
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proper divine Worſhip. Georg. Blazdrata 
was unſatisfied, that Socimys did not ſay 
enough to prove the neceſlity of the In- 
vocation of Chriſt, which he ſatd he could 
do from his Prieſthood and his Power, from 
the Examples of the Apoſtles, and the very 
ature of Adoration. And Blandrata was 
a Man of great authority among the @- 
zitarians; and he thought Socznus ought 
to aſſert the zeceſſity of ir; or elle he 
would do i»jury both to Chriſt and to his 
Cauſe. | 
In the diſpute with Fraxcken, Socinus 
went upon this ground, that divine Au- 
thority was a ivflicient ground for divine 
Worſhip, although there were not thoſe 
ciſential Attributes of Omniſczeucy and 
Omnipotency. Burl obſerve that Socinus 
did not look on this as a matter of Liber- 
ty, as our Unitarians now ſeem to do; 
for in the Preface to the former Diſpute, 
he calls the Error of denying the Invoca- 
tion of Chriſt, not, as they now do, a 
fimple Error or a meer miſtake; but a moſt 
filthy and pernicious Error, an Error that 
leads to Fudaiſm, and is in effett the deny- 
ing of Chriſt; and in the latter Dilpute 
he faith, That it tends to Epicuriſm and 
Atheiſm. And Smalcius faith, That they 
are no Chriſtians who refuſe giving divine 


Worſhip to Chriſt, 2. ls 
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2. Is it /ike wiſe Men, to go upon ſuch 
grounds as will juſtifie both Pagan and Po- 
piſh Idolatry 2 This they have been char- 
ged with, and we ſhall ſee what wiſe Men 
they are, by the Defences they make for 
themſelves. 

1. As to Pagan 1dolatry, they fay, 

T. They had no divine command for ſuch 
a Worſhip. This was well thought of, 


Isn 


Defence of 
the Hiſl. of 
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when they confeſs, that ſome among p. 54- 


themſelves deny that there is any com- 
mand for invocating Chriſt, and there- 
fore they muſt charge all thoſe who do it 
with Idolatry. But this is no very wiſe 
Notion of Idolatry, which depends upon 
the Nature of the Worſhip, and not the 
meer poſitive Will of God. 

2. They ſet up the Creatures more than 
the Creator, as $. Paul ſaith. S. Paul 
doth not think them ſuch Fools, that they 
took the Creatures to be above the Cre- 
ator, which was impoſlible, while they 
owned one to be the Creator, and the 0- 
ther the Creatures; but that they gave 
ſuch a&s of Worſhip to them, as belong- 
cd only to the Creator, and exceeded in 
the Worſhip of them thoſe bounds which 
ought to be between them. 

3- They ſet up an infinite Number of 
Gods who bad been meer Men, This is, as 

L 4 it 


FF 


{15 


2 


A Vindication of 


if the queition were only, whether one, 
or 4 great many were to have ſuch Wor- 
ſhip given them: as if it were a diſpute 
about a Monarchy or a Common-wealth 
of Gods. But if it be lawfull to give di- 
vine Worſhip to one Creature, it is to a 
hundred. 

4. Their Worſhip was terminated on them, 
and ſo they made true Gods of Men. Sup- 
pote they aſſerted one ſupreme God, and 
made the reſt ſubordinate to him, and 
appointed by him to be the immediate 
DireQors of humane Afﬀairs. I delire to 
know, Whether the Adoration of ſuch were 
Idolatry or not ? If it were, they can- 
not be excuſed who give Adoration to 
Chriſt, while rhey eſteem him a mere 
Creature ; 1f not, all the wiſer Pagans 
muſt be exculed. 

2. As to the Papif7s the difference 
they make, 1s not like wiſe Interpreters 
of Scripture ; for they lay, 

I. 7 hey have no Text of Scripture, which 
commands them toworſhip S. Peter, S. Paul 
and $S. Francis. So ſome among, them 
ſay, there is none for the Invocation of 
Chriſt, and with them the caſe is Paral- 
le], But if Socimus his Principle be true, 
that communicated Excellency is a ſuffi- 
cient Foundation for Worſhip, becauſe it 

15 


the Doftrine of the Trinity. 


is relative to the Giver, then the Papiſts 
muſt be juſtified in all their relative Acts 
of Worſhip without any Text to com- 
mand it. 
2. They exceed the Bounds of Fonour 
and Reſpett due to glorified Saints. But 
who is to ſet theſe Bounds but themſelves 
in all Ats of relative Worſhip, becauſe 
they depend upon the intention of the 
Perſons ? And they hold the very ſame 
things concerning communicated Know- 
ledge and Power from God, which our 
Tuitarians make uſe of to juſtifie their 
Notion of the Invocation of Chriſt. 
VIE.Is this 7uterpreting Scripture like wiſe 
Men, to turn S. Paul's words, Of whom as 
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concerning the Fleſh Chriſt came, who IS aft. of the 
over all,God bleſſed for ever,into a Thank(- Unir.p.35. 


giving to God for the Exaltation of Chriſt, 


z. e. God who is over all be bleſſed for ever. Anſwer to 
But what reaſon do they give for ſuch a Mi>-2-35- 


forced and unuſual Senſe, beſides the a- 
voiding the difficulty of having the Name 
of God given here to Chriſt > A very 
ſubſtantial one. JF the words had been 
intended of Chriſt, it would have been in 
the Greek os wy and not 0 @©v, which they 
have taken up from Eraſmus and Curcel- 
lzus. But Beza, who underitood Greek 
2S well as either, (and Curce//eus owned 

him 
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him for his Maſter in that Tongue ) 

ſaith, Ze could not ſufficiently wonder at 

this Criticiſm of Eraſmus, and thinks it a 

violent and far fetched Interpretation, and 

not agreeable to the Greek Idiom, and that 

o wy is the ſame there with & &z. And 

which may ſignifie more ro our Unitari- 

ans, one of the learnedſt Men they have 

Ante-Ni- had among them, utterly difowns this 
— P29» [nterpretation, and faith, That the whole 
my Verſe belongs to Chriſt. But if that will 
not do, they have another ferch in the 

Anſwer tn caſe, wiz. That it is very probable that the 
MbÞ-34- word God was not originally in the Text. 
How doth this appear to be very probable ? 

Of that, we have this account: Grotzus 
obſerves, that the Greek Copies uſed by the 

Anſ. to the Author of the Syriac, had not the word God, 
Archbiſhop, and that Eraſmus had noted, that the Co- 
Þ. 2% pres of S. Cyprian, S. Hilary and S. Chry- 
ſoſtom had only bleſſed over all, or above 

all, without the word God; upon which he 

charges his Adverſary with no leſs than Im: 

piety in concealing, this; and calls it, cheat- 

zng his Reader. But how if all this prove 

a groſs Miſtake in him ; unleſs it be only, 

that Grotius and Eraſmus come in for their 

ſhares. Ir's true, that Grotzus faith, That 

a word God was left out in the Syriac 
MilÞ, p. 3. /erſron. But F. Simon, whole Feng 
they 
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they ſometimes magnifie as to critical 
Learning, faith plainly, That Grotius _ 
was miſtaken, and that the word God is in _— 
all the old Copies, and in all the old YVerſfi- du Now, 
ons. And upon his bringing Eraſmus to Teſt. To. 
prove that it was not in S. Cyprian, 9. g _— 
Hilary, and S. Chryſo/tome, he cries out, 

Where is Sincerity 2 Eraſmus had met with 

one faulty Edition which had it not, but he 

ſaith, all the reſt of the MSS, have tt. 

And the learned Oxford Annotators, both Annor. in 
on S. Cyprian, and the Greek Teſtament ed ; Ti 
compar'd with MSS. ( which excellent dzos. 
Work we hope will ſhortly appear more 
publickly) declare, that they found it in 

all the MSS. they could meet with; and 

even Eraſmus himſelf ſaith, That the O- 

miſſion in $. Hilary might be only by the 
negligence of the Tranſcribers ; and lo it 
appears by the late Edton out of the beſt 

MSS. where the words are, Ex quibus Hilar. in 
Chriſtus qui eſt ſuper omnia Deus, And * 122: 
for S. Chryſoſtom, all that is ſaid, is, 7 hat 

zt doth not appear that he read it, but he 

thinks it might be added afterwards. But 

what a ſort of proof 1s this againſt the ge- 

neral conſent of MSS. for S. Chry/oſtom 

doth not ſay he thought ſo. Eraſmus 

very plainly faith, that it is clearer than 


the Sun, that Chriſt 7s called God in other 
places 
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places of Scripture; but Grotius can by no 
means be excuſed, nor thoſe that rely 
upon him as to this place. 

VIIT. Is this interpreting Scripture like 
wiſe Men, to take advantage of all Omiſſ- 
ons 1n Copies, when thoſe which are en- 
tire ovght to be preferr'd? This I men- 

tion for the ſake of another noted place, 

T1 71m.3.16. God was manifeſt in the Fleſh. 

Here our wiſe /nterpreters triumph un- 

Hiſt. "f the reaſonably ; wiz. For, they tay, it ap- 
nic.p.40. ; £ 

pears by the Syriac, Latin, F:thiopick, 

Armenian,Arabick, and moſt ancient Greek 

Bibles, that the word God was not ori- 

ginally in this Text but added to it. But 
the Arabick in all the Polyzlotts hath God 
in; the Syriac and /Ethzopick, if we bc- 
lieve their Verſions, read it in the Maſ- 
culine Gender, and therefore in the King 
of Spain's Bible, Guido Fabricius Boderia- 
z4s puts in Deus. As to the Armenian, [ 
have nothing to ſay, but what F. $79 
tells us from Zſcan an Armenian Biſhop; 
Hit. Cri- that there was great variety in their Copres ; 
rique du ayd that their firſt Travſlation was out of 
Il.c.179. Syriac and not out of Greek. And the 
main point is, as to the ol Greek Copies ; 
and we are aſſured, that there is but One, 
viz. the Clermont Copy which leaves out 

God, but that it is in the Alexandrian, 

the 
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the Yatican and all others; and Carcel- 
lzus mentions no more than the Clermont 
Copy. 

[t is therefore neceſſary to Examine in 
this place, the Authority of this Clermont 
Copy, (as it is called) whoſe reading is ſet 
up againſt all other ancient Greek Copies. 
Beza affirms it with great Confidence, verum re: 
That all the Greek Copies have God with pugnanc 
one Conſent, But how comes he to take 2hn0P 
no notice of wan Amy wary of the Cler- om_ 
mont Copy ? For that he had a ſight of that 93. 
part of which hath the Epiſtles of S.Paul, AY 
appears by his Notes in which he refers to 
ir, For he mentions it three times in his 
Notes on Rom. 1. v. 13. 29. 32. and in 
one he calls it a very ancient Manuſcript 
written in large Letters. What ſhould 
make Beza paſs it over here ? It ſeems by Morinus 
Morinus that in the Clermont Copy, there "x54 
was a CorreQion made by another hand; zz. 2.c.z; 
which is put into the various Ledons of 
the Polyglott in Morinus his Words, But 
how doth it appear, that Beza's Clermont 
Copy was the very fame which Morinus 
had 2 Morinus ſaith, he had zt from the 
F. F. Puteani; (and is the fame I ſuppoſe Simon. 
with that in the King of France's Library ; —_ 
of which-they were then the Keepers.) Ms. du 
But Morinus intimates that it was an old I 

Copy, : —_ 
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Copy, which fell into their hands; and (o 
might come into the French King's Libra- 
ry, when they gave their own Manuſcripts 
toit. This ſeems to have been the ſame 
which P. Pithzus ſpeaks of; for the De- 
ſcription exactly agrees with it; but P7- 
theus, who was a Perſon of great Integri- 
ty and Learning, affirms, That this Volume 
of the Epiſtles in great Letters came out of 
the Monaſtery of Corbey; and ſo it could 
not be the Clermont Copy which Beza had. 
And I ſhall make it appear from the very 
places mention'd by Morinus, that Beza's 
Copy did difter from that which Morinus 
peruſed, as Rom. 4.9. Morinus his Copy 
had yroy; Beza takes notice of it only in 
the vulgar Latin; which he would never 
have done, if it had been in the Clermont 
Copy, Rom 5. 6. For #7: Morinus reads in 
that Copy «s 7:, and faith it is the true 
reading: but Beza condemns it, and ne- 
ver intimates that his Copy had it, Rows. 
7.25. Merinus ſaith, the reading of his Co- 
PY is the true, gaps 7s ©ce: Beza faith, 7? is 
againſt all the Greek Copies but one,and that 
hath q4pis 5 md ©:4; whether Beza were mis 
ſtaken as to other Copies is not our buſineſs 
toenquire ; but if the reading had been in 
his Copy as Morinus found it, he could 
never haveſaid,that but one Copy had that 

h | different 
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diflerent reading. Row. 8. x3. Morinus his 
Copy had it 1s caprxos; Beza takes no 
notice of any difterence. Rom. 10. 8, Mo- 
rinus reads Ti eye n ypapn. Beta laith, [t 
is not in the Greek Copies; and he had then 
the Clermont by him: but it is both in that 
of the 'French King's Library, and of 
S.Germains; which agree which eachother, 
where Beza's Copy difters ; and Beza upon 
Rom. 7. 6. and 11. 6. obſerves, that his Cler- 
ont Copy difters from the reſt; by which 
we ſee how careful he was to obſerve the 
various Readings 1n it; and fo upon Row. 
I5.24, 3} 16. 27. 

Rom. 14. 6. Beza. obſerves, 7 hat the wul- 
gar Latin leaves out part of the Verſe, But 
that it is found in all the Greek Copies ; here 
Morinus charges Beza with Negligence, or 
Diſ-ingenuity ; becauſe it was left out in 
the Clermont Copy; but how doth he prove 
he had the ſame Copy; He faith indeed, 
That the ancient Copy, which he had was 
lent to Beza; but he tells not by whom, 
nor in whoſe Poſſeſſion it was afterwards. 
But if Beza were a man of any ordinary 
Care or Honeſty, he would never have 
concealed thoie things, which Morinus 
found in it. x Cor. 6. 20, Beza ſaith, That 
thoſe words x; &y TY FVEU [AT vmware in all 
the Greek Copies ; Morinus faith, That they 

were 
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were wanting in that which he made uſe of. 
I's true, they are wanting in the Alex- 
andrian, and ſome others ; but in none 
that Beza had the ſight of, if he may be 
believed. Theſe are ſufficient to ſhew, 
that there is no good Proof, that the Co- 
py which Beza had was the ſame which 
Morinus borrow'd; and therefore his Au- 
thority is not to be ſlighted in this mat- 
ter, when he aflirms, that all the Greek 
Copies agreed in reading God manifeſt ir 
the fleſh; and I cannot imagine- Beza ſo 
intolerably careleſs as he muſt have been, 
if Morinus his Copy and Beza's werethe 
fame. But whether it were in Beza's Co- 
py or not, #t's certain, they fay, That it is 
not in that ancient Manuſcript, which is 
called the Clermont Copy; which is affirm- 
ed by Morinus, and taken for granted by 
others, therefore we muſt enquire a lit- 
tle farther into the Authority of this an- 
cient Copy. It appears by thoſe who 
have viewd and confider'd them, that 
there are two very ancient Copies of 
S. Paul's Epiſtles, fo exaaly agreeing, 
that one is ſuppoſed to be the Tranſcript 
of the other ; one isin the King's Libra- 


Mail. de TY» the other in the Monaſtery of S.Ger- 
Re Deplo- mains. Which Mabillon faith is a Thou- 
_ 5: fand years old. Theſe two Copies are in 


24%. 
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effe& but ore, agreeing ſo much where 
they differ from others; and having the 

old Latin Verſion oppoſite to the Greek: - 
Monſieur Arnauld hd fo bad an Opinion 

of both parts of this Clermont Copy, (as it 

is called) that he charges it with manifeſt 
Forgery, and Impoſture ; inſerting things 
into the Text without grovnd. F. Simon 
who defends them cannot denv ſeveral 
things to be inſerted, but he ſaith, it was 
through Careleſsneis and not Deſign. But 

he Confefles, That thoſe who tranſcribed _ 
both thoſe ancient Copies of $.Paul's Epiſtles am - 
did not underſtand Greek, and hardly Las Nov. Teſt. 
tin, And now let us conſider, of what? "7: 
juſt Authority this different Reading of the 
Clermout Copy ought to be againſt the 
Conſent of all other ancient Copies. We 

find ſome good Rules laid down by the. 
Roman Criticks, when they had a Deſign 
under 7rhan 8th. to compare the Greek 
Text of the New Teſtament, with their 
ancient Manulcripts in the Yatican, and 
elſew here,and to publiſh an exact Edition 

of it (which Cellation was preſerved in 

the Barberin Library, and from thence 
publiſhed by Per. Peſſinus,) and the main 
Rules as to the various Leftions of Ma- 
nuſcripts were theſe, x. That the Text 


was not to be alter'd but by a Concur- 
M rence 
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rence of all, or the greateſt part of the 
Manuſcripts. 2. That if one Manuſcript 
agreed with the Wulgar Latin, the Text 
was not to be alter'd, but the Difference 
to be ſet down at the end of the Chapter. 
But it is obſervable in that Collation of 
Twenty two Manuſcripts, there is no one 
Copy produced, wherein there is any Va- 
riety as to this place. I know they had 
not twenty two Manuſcripts of S. Paul's 
Epiſtles, (they mention but Eight ancient 
Manuſcripts)but they found no difference 
in thoſe they had. And now I leave any 
reaſonable man to judge, whether this 
Clermont Copy out to be relied upon in 
this matter. But I have ſomething more 

to ſay about the Greek Copies. 
1. That God is in the Complutenſian 
Polyglott, which was the firſt of the Kind, 
and carried on by the wonderful Care and 
Expence of that truly great Man Cardinal 
Aimenes, who ſpared for no Colt or Pains 
in procuring the beſt ancient Copies both 
Alvarez 4Tebrew and Greek ; and the fitteſt meu to 
Gomez de judge of both Languages. And in purſuit 
revs v<- of this noble Deſign, he had the beſt Ya- 
menii,t, 2, tican Manuſcripts lent to him ( as is ex- 
& 3- preſſed inthe Epiſtle before his Greet 7e- 
ſtament,) and what others he could get out 


of other places,among which he had the 
| Codex - 
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Codex Britannicus mention'd by Eraſmus, 
But after all theſe Copies made uſe of by 
the Editors there is no Intimation of any 
variety as to this Place ; although the 
vulgar Latin be there as it was. 

But Eraſmus mentions the great Conſent 
of the old Copies as to the vulgar Latin, 
and whence ſhould that come, but from a 
Variety in the old Greek Copies. To that 
I anſwer, 

2 That the Greek Copies, where they 
were beſt underſtood had no Variety ia 
them; 2. e. among the Greeks themſelves. 
As appears by Gregory Nyſſen, $. Chryſ& 
ftom,Theodoret ,Oecumenius and Theophylatt. 
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But doth not Monfreur Amelote ſay,That the , 
Marguiſs of Velez had Sixteen old Manu- in Loc, 


ſcripts, out of which he gathered warious 
Readings, and he reads it Of. I cannot but 
obſerve, how he commends Fabricius and 
Walton, for rendring the Syriac Verſion ac- 
cordingto the vulgar Latin, but that will ap- 
pear to be falle,to any one that looks into 
them; the former is mentioned already ; 
and the latter tranſlates it, Quod manife - 
ſtatus fit in carne, But as to the Marquiſs 
of Yelez his Copies, there is a Secret in it, 
which ought to be underſtood, and is dil- 


cover'd by Mariana. He Confeſles, Ze Marian. 


had ſo many Manuſcripts, eight of them out 
M 2 0 


ic vulge 
Co 17+ 


164 A Vindication of 


of the Eſcurial, but that he never ſet down 
whence he had his Readings. 
And in another place, he ingenuouſly 
confeſles, That his Deſrgn was to juſtifie the 
ht ad ulgar Latin ; and therefore collefted Rea- 
'  dlings on purpoſe, and he ſuſpeAs ſome, out of 
\ ſuch Greek Copies, as after the Council of 
tlorence were made conformable to the La- 
tin. Which Readings were publiſhed by 
la Cerda, whole Authority Amelote fol- 
lows. And now what Reaſon can there 
be , that- any ſuch /ate Copies ſhould 
be prefer'd before thoſe which were uſed 
by the Greek Fathers. 
3. That the Latin Fathers did not con- 
i... : Cernthemſelvesabout changing their Ver- 
Loc. Leo ſion, becauſe they underſtood it ſtill to 
E,i!t. 34- relate to the Perſon of Chriſt. So do 
_—_ Terom, Leo, Hilary, Fulgentius,and others. 
Hilar. de » , , 4 
Trini., As to the Objetions about Lrberatus, 
Bin Ro Macedonius and Hincmarns, I refer them 
Tira. c. 4. tO the Learned Oxford Annotations. 
IX. Is it not wiſely done of theſe [nter- 
freters, to charge our Church ſo much 
' for retaining a Verſe in S. John's firſt Epi- 
ſile, when they had ſo good authority to 
1 Joh.5-7.do it > The Verle is, There are three that 
bear Record in Heaven, the Father, Son, 
wigs mu aud Holy Ghoſt, &c. From hence they 
+. :5, charge us with corrapted Copies and falſe 
Tranſlati- 
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Tranſlations ; as an inſtance of the former, 
they produce this Text, which they lay, ,,,, - 
was not originally in the Bible, but is ad- Unir.p.q3. 
ded to it, ond is not found in the molt anci- 4/12 the 
ent Copies of the Greek, mor in the Syriac, apy "0 
Arabic , Ethiopic, or Armenian Bibles, 
nor in the molt ancient Latin Bibles. Not- 
withſtanding all which, I hope to be a- 
ble to ſhew, that our Church had reaſon 
to retain it. For which end we are to 
conſider theſe things ; 

1. That Eraſmus firſt began to raiſe 
any ſcruple about it. For, however it 
might not be in ſome MSS. which were 
not look'd into, this Verſe was conſtant- 
ly and folemnly read as a part of Scri- 
pture both in the Greet and Latin Chur- 
ches, as Mr. Seldew confelles, and that it Selden de 
was in Wickliff's Bible. So that here was by _ b 
a general conſent of the Eaſtern and We- © & 
ſtern Churches for the receiving it ; and 
alrhough there might be a variety in the 
Copies, yet there was none in the pub- 
lick Service, and no Objections againſt 
it that we can find. But Eraſmus his au- 
thority ſway'd fo much here, thar in the 
Bibles in the time of Z. 8. and F. 6. it 
was retained in a d/fferent Letter. Asin 
Tyndell's Bible printed by the King's Prin- 
ter, 4. D. 1540. and in the Church Bi- 

M 3 ble 
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ble of King E. 6. in both which they are 

read, but not in theſame Charader. Yet 
Eraſmus his authority was not great e- | 

nough to caſt it out, if he had a mind 

to bavedene it. Which doth not appear, 

for he ſaith himſelf, that finding ir in the 

codex Britannicus,as he calls it,he reſtored 

it in his Tranſlation as well as the Greek 
Teſtament, out of which he had expunged 

it before in two Editions, and the Come 
plutenfian Bible coming out with it, ad- 

ded greater authority to the keeping of it 

in, and ſo it was preſerved in the Greek 
 Teſtaments of Hervagius, Plautin and R. 
Stephens and others, atter the MS$S. had 

been more diligently ſearched. = Morinus 

Morin ex- ſaith, if was ix ſeven of Rob. Stephens his 
rg ang MSS. but F. Simon will not allow that 
Simon diſ- it WAS IN any but the Compluterſtan,which 
ns © is2 ſtrange pieceof boldneſsin him. For 
Bez. Epiſt. " Beza ſaith, He had the uſe of them all 
- nov. from him; and ZZ. Stephens let him have 
eſtan. His Father's Copy compared with 25 
MSS. and he affirms, 7hat he found it in 
ſeveral of R. Stephens his old MSS. be- 

ſides the Codex Britannicus and the Com- 
pluten/1an Copy,and therefore he concludes, 

that it ought to be retained. (And lo it 

w25, after theſe Copics were come abroad 


in the Biſhop's Bible, under Queen Fl: 
zabeth, 
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zabeth, without any diſtintion of cha- 
rater, as likewife in onr laſt Tranſliti- 
on.) And it is obſervable, that Amelore 
affirms that he found it in the 9/7 ancient 
Greek Copy in the Yatican Library ; but 
the Roman Criticks confels, it was not in 
their 8 MSS. yet they thought it fit to 
be retained from the common Greek Co- 
pies, and the Teſtimonies of the Fathers 
agreeing with the Vulgar Latin. 

2. This Verſe was in the Copies of 
the African Churches from S. Cyprian's 
time, as appears by the Teſtimonies of 
S. Cyprian, Fulgentius, Facundus , Vidtor 
Vitenfis, and Yigilius Tapſenſts, which are 
produced by others. F. Simon hath a __. 
bold conjecture, of which he is not ſpa- $048 
ring, that Vitor Vitenſis is the firſt who Teſt. c.18, 
produced it as $. John's ſaying ; and that 
it was S, Cyprian's own aſſertion and not 
made uſe of by him as a Teſtimony of Scri- 
pture. But they who can ſay ſuch things 
as theſe, are not much tobe truſted, For 
S. Cyprian's words are, ſpeaking of S. 
John before, Et iterum de Patre & Filio 
ſeriptum eſt, & hi tres unum ſunt. Andit 
was not Vitor Vitenſts, but the African 
Biſhops and Eugenius in the head of them, 
who made that addreſs to Zuneric, where- 
in they ſay, That it is clearer than Light, 

M 4 that 
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that Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt are one 
God, and prove it by the Teſtimony of S, 
John. Tres /unt qui Teitimontum perhi- 
bent in calo, Pater, Verbum & Spiritus 
Sauttus, & /i Tres unum ſunt, 
3. In the former Teſtimony, the au- 
thority of the Yulgar Latin was made 
uſe of: and why is it rejected here 2 When 
' _ Morinus conteſles there is no variety in 
_—— the Copzes of it. Yulgata werſia. hunc ver- 
I. 1. Ex, 2 ſum conſtanter habet. And he obſerves, 
c. 1.7.9- that thoſe of the Fathers, who ſeem to 
omit it (as S. Auga/tin againſt Maximi- 
4s) did not follow the old Latin Ver(t- 
on. Lucas Brugenſis, faith only, That in 
35 old Copies, they found it wanting but in 
five. As to S. Ferom's Prologue, lam not 
concerned to defend it ; but Eraſmus 
thought it had too mach of $. Jerom in it, 

cridaue and others think it hath too little. F. Si- 

To, 1. c. 5; mon conietles, that P. Pithzus and Mabil- 
loa think it was S. Ferow's, and that it was 
in the MSS. But I conclude with ſay- 
ing, That whoever was the Author,at the 
time when it was written, the Greek Co- 
pies bad this Verſe, or clle he was a no- 
torious impoſtor. 

X. The next thing I ſhall ask theſe wiſe 
{aterpreters of Scripture , 1s , Whether, 
when the Scripture fo often affirms, 7 oy 
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the World was made by the Son, and that 4 I. 3: 
all things were created by him in feaven cg. ”_ 74 


and in Earth, it be reaſonable to under+ 
ſtand them of Creating nothing > For af- 
ter all their Shifts and Evaftons it comes 
to nothing at laſt. But that we may ſee, 
how much they are confounded with theſe 
places, we may obſerve. 

x. They ſometimes ſay, that where 
the Creation of all things is ſpoken of, it is 
not meant of Chriſt but of God. For in the 
anſwer they give to the place of the Epi- 
ſtle to the Coloſſians, they have theſe words: 
For, by him all things were created, are not 
ſpoken of Chriſt, but of God: the ſenſe of 
the whole context is this, The Lord Chriſt 
is the moſt perfett Image of the inviſible 
God, the Firſt born from the dead of every 
Creature ; . for, O Coloſſians, by him, even 
by the inviſible God were all things created; 
they were not from all eternity, nor roſe 
from the concourſe of Atoms, but all of them, 
whether things in Heaven , or things in 
Earth ; whether Thrones, or Domintons, or 
Principalities, or Powers, are Creotures , 
and were by God created, who is before them 
all, and by him they all conſiſt. This is a 
very fair Conceſlion, that of whomſoe- 
ver theſe words are ſpoken he muſt be 


God. 
2. But 


Hift. of ehe 
Unir. p.38, 
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Deftate of, 2 But in the defence of this very Book, 
he Hiſtory thEY go about to prove, That the Creati- 
of Unicar. ow of the M'orld is not meant by theſe words, 
* 13> 14-Is not this interpreting like wiſe men" in- 
deed? And they tell us, They canno? but 
wonder, .that Men ſhould attribute the old 
or firft Creation to Chriſt, Wiſe Men do 
not uſe to wonder at plain things: For 
what is the old or firſt Creation, bur the 
making the World and creating all things 
in Heaven and Barth ? And theſe things 
are attributed to the Word, to the Son, to 
Chriſt. But ſay they, The Scripture does 
never ſay in expreſs words, that Chriſt hath 
created the Heaven and the Earth. What 
would theſe wiſe Interpreters have 2 Doth 
not by whom all things were created in Fea- 
ven and Farth imply, that Feawen and 
Earth were created by him 2 but they have 
a notable obſervation from the Language 
of the New Teſtament, viz. That Chriſt 
is never ſaid to have created the Heaven, 
the Earth, and the Sea, and all that there- 
?n is; but we are apt to think, that cre- 
ating all things takes in the Sea too, and 
thatinthe Scripture Language, Heaven and 
Earth are the ſame with the World, and 
I hope the World takes in the Sea ; and 
the World is faid to be made by him, and 
do not all things takein all 2 No, ſay as 
a 
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all things are limited to all Thrones, Prin- 
cipalities and Powers, viſible and inviſi- 
ble. Then, howeverthe making of theſe 
is attributed to Chriſt, And iff he made 
all Powers, Yifible cand inviſible, he 
muſt be God. Not ſo either. What then 
is the meaning of the words, By him were 
all things created that are in Heaven and 
in Earth, viſible and inviſible ; whether they 
be Thrones, or Dominions, or Principalt- 
ties, or Powers, all things were created by 
him and for him? Surely then, theſe Do- 


Pas ou _ 
k »X 
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minions and Powers were created by him. a 


No, ſay they, that which we render cre- 
ated, ought to be rendred, modelled, dif- 
poſed, or reformed into a new Order, Were 
ever wiſe Men driven to ſuch miſerable 
Shifts 2 One while theſe words are very 
ſtrong and good proof of the Creation of 
the World againſt Atheiſts and Epicure- 
ans, and by and by they prove nothing 
of all this, but only a »ew modelling of 
Jome things called Dominions and Powers. 
Do they hope ever to convince Men at 
this rate of wiſe interpreting 2 Well, but 
what is this creating or diſpoſing things in- 
to a new order? And who are thele Do- 
minions and Powers? they anſwer, Men 


and Angels. How are the Angels created | 


&y him and for hig1 2 Did he die to reforns 
Dy | them, 
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them, as well as Mankind 2 No, but they 
are put under him. And fo they were cre- 
ated by him, that is, they were not crea- 
ted by him, but only made ſabief to him. 
But who made them ſujet to him? The 
Man Chriſt Jeſus > No, God appointed him 
to be the Lord of every Creature. Then 
they were not created by Chriſt, but by 
God ; but the Apoſtle faith, rhey were 
created by Chriſt, But God made him 
Head of the Church and as Head of the 
Body he Rules over all. This we do not 
at all queſticn ; bur how this comes tobe 
creating Dominions and Powers, viſible and 
inviſible. ; Did God make the Earth and 
all the living Creatures in it, when he 
made Man Lord over them 2 Or rather 
was Man ſaid to create them, becauſe he 
was made their Head 2 if this be their in- 
terprering Scripture like wiſe Men, I ſhall 
be content with a leſs meaſure of Under- 
ſtanding, and thank God for it. 

XI. Laſtly, is this to interpret Scripture 
like W.ſe men, to leave the form of Baptiſm 
doubtfull, whether it were not inſerted into 
S. Matthew's Goſpel ; or to underſtand it 
inanother Senſe than the Chriſtian Church 
hath done from the Apoſtles times 2 Ifay 
firſt, Leave it doubtfull, becauſe they fay, 
That Learned Criticks have given very 


ſtrong 
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ſtrong Reaſons why they believe theſe Words. 
In the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghoſt, were not ſpoke by 
our Saviour, but have been added to the 
Goſpel of S. Matthew, from the common 
Form and Praftice of the Church. Why 
are theſe ſtrong Reaſons of Learned Criticks 
mentioned, but” to raiſe Doubts in Peo- - 
ples minds about them 2 But they declare 
afterwards againſt them. Not too much 
of that. For they fay, onlv, That they 
are not without their weight, but they have 
obſerved ſeveral things that make them 
think, that this Text is a genuine part of 
Scripture. Very Wiſely and Diſcreetly 
ſpoken! The Reaſons are tirong and weigh- 
ty ; but they think otherwiſe. I wiſh they 
had told the World, who theſe /carzed 
Criticks were ; leſt it ſhould be ſuſpeRted 
that they were their own /zventions. But 
I find a certain Nameleſs Socinian was the 
Author of them ; and his Words are pro- 
duced by Sandius (a Perſon highly com- Sand. 1n- 
mended by them for his Induſtry and _— 
Learning, but as much condemned by o- p. 115. 
thers, for want of Skill or Ingenuity. ) 

The reaſon of writing theſe Reatons Sar- 

dins freely confeſſes was, becauſe this place 

clearly proved a Trinity of Perſons againſt 

the Socinians. But what are theſe wery 
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ftrong and weighty Reaſons ? For it is great 
Pity but they ſhould be known. 
In the firſt place he obſerves, 7That 
S. Matthew's Goſpel was written in Hebrew, 
and the Original he faith is loſt; and he 
ſaſpes that either $, Jerom was himſelf 
the Tranſlator into Geeek and Latin ( who 
was a Corrupter of Scripture, and Ori- 
en) or ſome unknown Perſon: from whence 
zt follows, that our Goſpel of $. Matthew is 
mot of ſuch Authority, that an Article of 
Such moment ſhould depend upon it. Is not 
thisa very ſtrong and weighty Reaſon 2 Muſt 
not this be a very learned Critick who 
could mention S. Ferom, as Tranſlator of 
S. Matthews Goſpel into Greek 2 But then 


- one would think this interpreter might 


Epiph. 
hzr, 62, 
A. 2, 


have been wiſeenough to have added this 
of himſelf. No; he dares not ſay that, 
But that it was added by Tranſcribers. But 
whence or how 2 To that he ſaith, 7hat 
they ſeem to be taken out of the Goſpel ac- 
cording to the Egyptians. This is great 
News indeed. But comes it froma good 
hand 2 Yes, from Epiphanius. And what 
faith he to this purpole 2 * He ſaith, That 
the Sabellians made uſe of the counterfeit 
Egyptian Goſpel, and there it was declared 
that Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt were the 


fame. And what then? Doth he ſay :bey 
borrowed 


the DoArine of the Triruty. 


Borrowed the Form of Baptiſm from thence? 
Nothing like it. But on the contrary, 
Epiphanius urges this very Form in that 
place againſt the SabeZians : and quotes 
S. Matthew's Authority for it. But this 
worthy Author produces other Reaſons, 
which Sa»dius himſelf laughs at, and de- 
ſpiſes, and therefore I paſs them over. 
The moſt material ſeems to be if it hold, 
That the moſt ancient Writers on S. Mat- 
thew take no notice of them, and he men- 
tions Origen, ilary,and S. Chryſoſtom, but 
theſe Negative arguments Sandias thinks 
of no force. Origen and S. Chryſo/tom, he 
faith, reach not that Chapter ; the Opus 
Imperfeftum, which was none of his,doth 
not ; but his own commentaries do, and 
there he not only mentions the Form,but 
takes notice of the Compendious Doftrine 
delivered by it, which can be nothing 
elſe but that of the Trizity. In the Greek 
Catena on S. Matthew there is more men- 
tioned, viz. That Chriſt had not they firſt 
his Power given him ; for he was with God 
before, and was himſelf by Nature God. 
And there Gregory Nazianzen faith, The 
Form of Baptiſm was in the Name of the 
Holy Trinity ; and he there ſpeaks more 
fully. Remember, faith he, the Faith 
into which thou wert baptized. Into the 

Father ? 


17s 


N, 4; 
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Father 2 That is well, but that is no farther 
than the Jews go (for they own one God, 
and one Perſon.) Into the Son > That is be- 
yond them, but not yet perfetf. Into the 
Foly Ghoſt 2 Tes, faith he, this 7s per- 
feit Baptiſm. But what is the common 
Name of theſe three, S1\a%n mw Ts Orcs 
Plainly, that of God. But this learned 
Critick obſerves, that Hilary 7» ſome Co- 
pies takes uo notice of this Form, That is 
truly obſerved, for the very Concluſion 
is not Hilarys, but taken out of S. Fe- 
rom ; but if he had look'd into H1ilary's 
Works, he would have found the Form 
of Baptiſm owned, and aſſerted by him. 
Hiler. 1, ,, FOr he not only ſets it down as the Form 
de Trinic, of Faith, as well as our Baptiſm appointed 
by Chriſt ; but argues from it, againſt the 
Sabellians and Ebionites, as well as others. 
Thus we ſee how very ſtrong and weigh- 
ty the Arguments of this /carned Critick 
were. 
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CHA? 


The General Senſe of the Chriftian 
Church, proved from the Form of 
Baptiſm, as it was underſtood in 


the firſt Ages. 


Ut our ©2nitarians pretend,that they 
are ſatisfied, that the Form of Bap- 
tiſm is found in all Copies, and all the an- 
cient Tranſlations; and that it was uſed be- J 
fore the Council of Nice, as appears by ſe- 
veral places of Tertullian. But how then? 
There are two things ſtick with them. 

(r.) That the Ante-Nicene Fathers do 
not alledge it to prove the Divinity of the 
Son, or Floly Ghoſt. 

(2.) That the Form of Words here uſed, 
doth not prove the Dodrine of the Trinity. 
Both which muſt be ſtritly Examined. 

r. As to the former. Ir carinot but 
ſeem ſtrange to any one converſant in the 
Writings of thoſe Fathers; when S. Cy- 


prian faith expreſly, That the Form of p 


P. 17, 


prians 


Baptiſm is preſcribed by Chriſt that it ſhould 's, Jr 


be in plena &r adanati trinitate: 1, e. 7 
the full Confeſſion of the Foly Trinity; and 
N therefore, 
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therefore, he denied the Baptiſm of the 
Marcionites, becauſe the Faith of the Tri- 

nity was not ſincere among them, as appears 

at Jarge in that Epiſtle. And.this, as far 

as I can find, was the general Senſe of 

Fraſmn, ad TE Ante-Nicene Fathers, as well as others. 
Cen. Pa- And 1t 1s no improbable Opinion of Eraſ- 
OS 1" anus, and Voſſius, two learned Criticks in- 
Sym».diif, deed, That the moſt ancient Creed went no 
1.n38- further than the Form of Baptiſm, viz. to 
Believe in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; 

and the other Articles were added as He- 

Hierom. Tefics gave occaſion. S. Ferom faith, That 
Ep. Gl. in the Traditional Creed, which they re- 
ceived from the Apoſiles, the main Article 

was, the Confeſſion of the Trinity; to which 

he joyns the Uuity of the Church, and Re- 
ſurredicu of the Fleſh ; and then adds, 

that herein is contained, Omne Chriſtiani 
Dogmatis Sacramentum, the whole Faith in- 

to which Chriſtians were baptized. And he 

faith, /t was the Cuſtom among them, to in- 

ftrutt thoſe who were to be Baptized for for- 

ty days in the Dottrine of the Foly Trinity. 

So that there was then no Queſtion but 

the Form of Baptiſm had a particular Re- 
ipettoit; and therefore, ſo much weight 

is 1aid upon the ule of ir, as well by the 

T<rtul. de Ante: Nicene Fathers, as others. For, 7er- 
- one tullian laith, That the Form of Baptiſm was 
| preſcribed 
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preſcribed by our Saviour himſelf as a Law Pe Prx- 


: þ (ccipt, h&-+ 
to his Church. $.Cyprian to the ſame pur- CT = 


pole, That he commanded it to be uſed. Cyprian. 
S. Auguſtin calls them, the Words of the $,533-73 
Goſpel, without which there is no Baptiſm. aug de 
The reaſon given by S. 4mbroſe is, be- Bapriim: 
cauſe the Faith of the Trinity is in this Form. | ppg 
But how if any one Perſon were leſt out > Ambrol, 
He thinks, that if the reft be not denied, - ugh gf i 
the Baptiſm is good; but otherwiſe, wa- c. 3. 
cunm eſt omne Myſterium, the whole Baptiſm 
is void. 

So that the Faith of the Trinity was that 
which was required in order to true Bap- 
tiſm, more than the bare Form of Words. 
If there were no reaſon to queſtion the 
former, S. 4mbroſe ſeems of Opinion that ze. ; 
the Biptiſm was good, although every At «9. 
Perſon were not named, and therein he g32.0* 

9 S. Vit. de 
was followed by Beda, Hugo de Sanito Yi Sac. l. 1. 
fore, Peter Lombard and others. And 1% 
S. Bafil in the Greek Church, aflcrted that Ser. Diſt 
Baptiſm in the name of the Holy Ghoſt was 3-<.(cd qd. 
ſufficient, becauſe he is hereby owned to be —_— 
of equal Dignity with the Father and Son ; c. 3. c. 10 
bur it is ſti]] ſuppoſing that the whole and 
undivided Trinity be not denied. And 
he elſewhere faith, That Baptizing in the 
Name of the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt is a moſt ſolemn Profeſſion of the Tri- 
N R 
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nity in Vaity, becauſe they are all joyned to- 
gether in this publick A of Devotion. But 
others thought that the Baptiſm was not 
good, unleſs every Perſon were named ; 
which Opinion generally obtained both 
in the Greek and Latin Church. And the 
late Editors of S. Ambroſe obſerve, that in 
other places he makes the whole Form of 
lords neceliary as well as the Faith in the 
Holy Trinity. The Baptiſm of the Fu- 
nemians was rejected, becauſe they alter'd 
the Form and the Faith too, ſaying, That 
the Father was uncreate, the Son created 
by the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt created 
Ey the Son. 

Tie Baptiſm of the Samoſatenians was 
rejcfted by the Council of Nice. $. Au- 
gu/tin thinks 1t was becauſe they had not the 
right Form; but the trueRcaſon was, they 
rejeed the Doftrine of the Trinity. And 
ſo the Council of Arles I. doth in expreſs 
Words refuſe their Baptiſm who refuſed to 
own that De(trine. That Council was held 
A. D. 314. and therefore Bel/armin, and 
others after him, are very much miſtaken, 
when they interpret this Canon of the 
Ariaus, concerning whole Baptiſm there 
could be no Diſpute till many years after. 
But this Canon is de Afris ; among whom 
the Cuſtom ol Baptizing prevailed ; re 

Enis 
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this Council propounds an expedient as 
moſt agreeable to the genera] Senſe of 
the Chriſtian Church, viz. That if any 
relinquiſhed their Ferefie and came back 
to the Church, they ſhould ask them the 
Creed, and if they found that they were 
baptized in the Name of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Gboſt, they ſhould have only im- 
poſition of hands, but if they did not con- 
feſs the Trinity, their Baptiſm was decl- 
red vpid., Now this 1 look on as an im- 
pregnable Teſtimony of the Senſe of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers, viz, That they did 
not allow that Baptiſm which was not in 
the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt; or (which they underſtood to be 
the ſame) in the Confeſſion of the Faith of the 
Trinity. How then can our ©nitarians 
pretend, 7 hat the Ante-Nicene Fathers did 
not alledge the Form of Baptiſm to prove 
the Trinity 2 For the wordsare, If they do 
not anſwer tothis Trinity let themnot be bap- 
tized, faith this plenary Council, as S. Au- 
gaſtin often calls it. What 7rinity do they 
mean ? Of -mere Names or Cyphers, or of 
one God and two Creatures joyned in the 
ſame Form of words, as our 7#7/tartians 
underſtand it 2 But they aihrm, That the 
Ancients of 400 years do not inſiſt on this 
Text of $. Matthew to prove the Divi 
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nity or Perſonality of the Son or Spirit. 

Therefore to give a clear account of 
this matter, I ſhall prove, that the Azte- 
Nicene Fathers did underſtand thele words, 
ſo as not to be taken, either for meer 
Names, or for Creatures joyned with God ; 
but that they did maintain rhe Divinity of 
the Son and Floly Ghoſt, from the general 
Senſe, in which thele words were taken 
among them. 
 AndthisI ſhalldo from theſe Arguments; 

I. That thoſe who cook them in ano- 
ther Senſe, werc oppoſed and condemned 
by the Chriſtian Church. 

2. That the Chriſtian Church did own 
this Sente in publick Ads of divine Wor- 
ſhip as well as private. 

3. That it was owned and defended 
by thoſe who appeared for the Chriſtian 
Faith agair.ſt Infidels. And I do net know 
any better means than theſe, to prove 
ſuch a matter of Fa@ as this. 

r. The Senſe of the Chriſtian Church 
may be known by its behaviour towards 
thoſe, who took theſe words only for dit- 
my; Names or Appearances of One Per- 

on. 

And of this we have full Evidence, as 
to Praxeas, Neetus and Sabellias, all long 
before the Council of Nice. 

| Praxeas 


the Doctrine of the Trinity. 


Praxeas was the firſt, at leaſt in the 
Weſtern Church, who made Father, Soy, 
and Holy Ghoſt, to be only ſeveral Names 
of the ſame Perſon, and he was with great 
Warmth and Vigor oppoſed by 7ertul- 
lian, who charges him with introducing a 
new opinion into the Church, as will pre- 
ſently appear. And his teſtimony is the 


153 


more conſiderable, becauſe our 2nitari- p, 1, 


ans confeſs, that he lived 120 years be- 
fore the Nicene Council, and that he par- 
ticularly inſiſts «por the Form of Baptiſm 
againſt Praxeas. But to what purpolc ? 
Was not his whole deſign in that Book to 


prove three diſtintt Perſons of Father, Son, \1,err 
and Holy Ghoſt, and yet but One God? Doth Prax.c 26. 


he not ſay expreſly, That Chriſt command- 
ed that his Diſciples ſhould baptize into the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, not into One 
of them ; ad ſingula nomina in Perſonas 
fingulas tingimur. n= Baptiſm we are 
dipped once at every Name, to ſhew that we 
are baptized into three Perſons. It is cer- 
tain then, that Tertullian could not mi- 
ſtake the Senſe of the Church ſo groſly, 
as to take three Perſons to be only three 
ſeveral Names. 


He grants to Praxeas, that Father, Son, C. 


and Holy Ghoſt are one, bat how? Per «- 
witatem ſubſlantie, becauſe there is but 
a N 4 012 
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one divine Eſſence : bur yet he ſaith, there 

are three, not with reſpect to eſſential 
Attributes, for ſo they are unins Subſtan- 

tiz, & unius Status, & unius Poteſtatis, 

quia unus Deus. And theretore the ditte- 

rence can be only as to perſonal Proper- 

tics and diſtin Capacies, which he calls 
Gradut, Forma, Species, not merely as to 
internal Relations, but as to external 
Diſpenſations, which he cails their Oecono- 

my. For his great buſinels is to prove 
againſt Praxeas, that the Son and Ho- 

ly Ghoſt had thoſe things attributed to 

them in Scripture, which could not be 
attributed to the Father. For Praxeas 

a aſſerted, 7, hat the Father Juffer'd h and 
preicr.t:z- thence his followers were called Patripaſ- 
rer, C, ult. (295 and Monarchici, ie. Vnitarians. The 
main ground which Praxeas went upon, 

was the nity of the Godhead, lo often 
mention'd in Scripture, from hence 7er- 

ron. Prax 7ian faith, That he took advantage of the 
e.3, weakneſs of the common ſort of Chriſtians, 
and repreſented to them, that whereas the 
DoQrine of Chriſt made but one God, thoſe 

who held the Trinity according to the Forna 

of Baptiſm, muſt make more Gods than one. 
ertullian anſwers, that they held a Mo- 

warchy, i,e. unicum imperium, one ſupreme 
Godbead, and a ſupreme power may be 
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lodged in diſtinit Perſons and adminiſtred 
in ſeveral manners ; that nothing over- 
threw the divine Monarchy,but a different 
Power and Authority, which they did by 
no means aſſert. "They held a Sox, but © 4 
of the Subſtance of the Father, and a Ho- 
ly Ghoſt from the Father by the Son : he 


ſtill keeps to the di/tinttion of 
Perſons, and the Unity of 
Subſtance. And he utterly de- 
nies any Diviſion of Eſſences or 
ſeparate Subſtances ; for there- 
in, he ſaith, lay the Herefie 
of Valentinus, 7» making a Pro- 
lation of a ſeparate Being. But 


alchough he faith, the Goſpel 


hath declared to us, that the 
Father is God, the Son God, 
aud the Holy Ghoſt God, yet 
we are taught that there is ſtill 
but axe God : redaCtum eſt jam 
nomen Det & Domini in uni- 
one, c. 13. whereby the Chri- 


Alium autem quomo- 
do accipere ' debes jam 
profeſſus ſum, Perſonz 
non Subſtantiz nomine, 
ad Diftintionem , non 
ad Diviſionem, czrerum 
ubique renco unam ſub- 
fGantiam in tribus cohz- 
rentibus. Adverſ. Prax. 
6. 12, 

Er ſermo erat apud 
Deum & nunquam ſe- 

ararus a Patre aut alius 

Parre quiaego & Pater 
unum ſumus. Hzc 'e- 
rar probola veritatis , 
cuſtos uniracis qua pro- 
lacum dicimus Filtum z 
Patre, ſed non ſepara- 
rum. C. 8. 


ſtians are diſtinguiſhed from the Heathens 


who had many Gods. 


This is the torce of 


what Zertu/ian ſaith upon this matter. 
And what fay our Znitarians to it ? 
They cannot deny that he was an Ante- 
Nicene Father; and it is plain that he did 
underſtand the Form of Baptiſm ſo as to 


imply 
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imply a 7rinity of Perſons in an Unity of 
Eſſence : To which they give no Anſwer. 
Bur I find three things objected againſt 
Tertullian by their Friends; 
I. That Tertullian brought this Dotrine 
mnto the Church from Montanus, whoſe 
Schicht. Diſciple he then was. So Schlichtingins in 
- Tring: his Preface againlt Meiſner, grants, That 
p. 13» 14. he was very near the Apoſtolical Times,and 
I}. by his Wit and Learning promoted this new 
Doftrine about the Trinity, eſpecially in his 
Book againſt Praxeas. Cut how doth it 
appear, that he brought in any new Do- 
adverc Arine? Yes, faith Schlichtingins, he con- 
Prax, 2» feſles, That he was more inſtrufed by the 
Paraclete. But if he had dealt ingenuout- 
Nos vero Iy, he would have owned that in that ve- 
eh 5-5. ry place, he confeſſes, He was always of 
gis ur in- that opinion, although more fully inſtrufted 
ns 1 nag by the Paraclete > This only ſhews that 
cleum, Montanus himlelf innovated nothing in 
—_ this matter, but endeavoured to improve 
Hancre- it. And it 1s poſlible, that Tertulian 
evan might borrow his Similitades and 1/n- 
vangelii (trations from him, which have added no 
dccucur- ſtrength to it. But as to the main of the 
as hs. Dodtrine, he faith, t came from the rule 
res hzreti- of Fazth delivered by the Apoſtles, before 
ng Praxeas, or any Hereticks his Predeceſſors. 
heſter- Which ſhews, that'thoſe who rejeQted ti:is 
nun. Do&Etrine 


the Dotirine of the Tx1iruty. 


Do@rine were always eſteemed Ferericks 
in the Chriſtian Church. And chis is a ve- 
ry early Teſtimony of the Antiquity and 
general -Reception of it, becaule as one 
was received the other was rej:ted, {o 
that the Aſlertors of ic were accounted 
Hereticks, And the Senſe of the Church 
is much better known by ſuch publict 
Ads, than by mere particular Teſt1mo- 
nies of the learned Men of thoſe times. 
For when they deliver the Senſe of the 
Church in ſuch publict 4s, all perſons 
are Judges of the truth and falſhood of 
them at the time when they aredeliver'd; 
and the nearer they came to the | Apoſte- 
lical Times, the greater is the ſtrength of 
their evidence ; this I ground on 7ertul- 


lian's appealing to the ancient rule of Faith, - 


which was univerſally known and recei- 
ved in the Chriſtian Church, and thar 
ſuch Perſons were look'd on as Z/:reticks 
who difter'd from it. Which beinp;(o ve- 
ry near the Apoſtles Times, it's hardly 
poſlible to ſuppoſe, thar the whole 'Chrt- 
ſtian Church ſhould be miſtaken as to 
what they received as the rule of Faith, 
which was deliver'd and explained at Bap- 
tiſm, and therefore the peneral Senſe of 
the Form of Baptiſm muſt be nnderſtood 
by all who were admitted to it. So that 

| the 
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the Members of the Chriſtian Church 
cannot be ſuppoſed better acquainted with 

any thing than the Dodtrine they were 
baptized into. Here then we have a con- 
currence of ſeveral publick As of the 

Church. 1, The Form of Baptiſm. 2. 

The Rule of Faith relating to that Form, 

and explained at Baptiſm. 3. The Char- 

ches rejeCting thoſe as Hereticks who dif- 

ferd from it : which 7ertulian applies 

to thoſe who rejected the Trinity. And 
Praxeas his DoAtrine was then condem- 

ned, not by a particular Sentence, but 

by the general Senſe of the Church at 

Oprar. that time. For Optatus Milevitanus rec- 
kons him among the condemned Heretichs, 
and joyns him with Marcion and Y alen- 
tinus, as well as Sabellivs, who follow'd 
him in the ſame Herefite. How was this 
poſſible, if Praxeas deliver'd the true Do- 
Arine, and 7ertu/ian brought in a new O- 
Pinion as Schlichtingins fanſies > Tertullian 
was at that time a declared Montaniſt ; 
and if he had introduc'd a »ew Dofrine 
about the Trinity, can we imagine thoſe 
would have been ſilent about it, who 
were ſharp enough upon Tertullian for 
theſake of his Paraclete 2 Some of the fol- 
lowers .of Montanus afterwards fell into 
the ſame opinions with Praxeas, as Zheo- 
| doret 
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odoret tells us, and T7ertullian faith as CO 
much of thoſe Catapbrygians who follow'd 7cruti.ac 
Aſchines : But theſe Montani/ts are diſtin- prefcr.c.z, 
guiſhed from the reſt. And Kigaltius ob. R\gait. in 
ſerves, that Tertullian follow'd Montanaus praxean. 
chiefly in what related to Diſcipline , 

and that himſelf was not fo corrupted in 

point of Dodrine as ſome of his Fol- 

lowers were. 

2. It's objeted, That Tertullian's Do- Ante-Ni- 
Arine is inconſiſtent with the Dodtrine of the <**Þ-2Te 
Trinity; for he denies the eternal Genera- 
tion of the Son; and only aſſerts an Emiſſion 
of him before the Creation. 

But my buſineſs is not to juſtifie all 
Tertulliar's Expreſlions or Similitudes; for 
Men of Wit and Fancy love to go out of 
the Road, and ſometimes involve things 
more by Attempts to explain them; but 
I keep only to that which he faith was 
the Paith of the Church from the beginning , 
and I ſee no reaſon to call in Queſtion his 
Fidelity in reporting, however he might 
be unhappy in his Explications. 

3. Tertullian himſelf, laith Schlichting- 
4s, in other Places, where he ſpeaks of the 
rule of Faith, doth not mention the Holy p_:.. 
Ghoſt ; and therefore this ſeems added by 
him for the ſake of the Paraclete. But this 
can be of no force to any one that con- 

ſiders, 
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ſiders, that 7ertulian grounds his Do- 
Arine not on any New Revelation by the 
Paraclete,but on the Rale of Faith received 
in the Church long before ; and upon the 
Form of Baptiſm preſcribed by our Savi- 
our. Will they fay, the Holy Ghoſt was 
there added for the ſake of Montanus his 
Paraclete? And in another of his Books, 
he owns the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt 
to make up the Trinity in UV- 
—— — Parer, Pity. Wherein Petavius him- 
Filius & Spiritus San- {If confeſſes, That he afſer- 
Qtus. De Pudicit. c.2!1. je the Doftrine of the Church 
—_ Te 211.65: ;4aCatholick manner ; although 
he otherwiſe ſpeaks hardly e- 

nough of him. | 
The next I ſhall mention, is Novatan, 
whom Schlichtingius allows, to have becn 
before the Nicene-Council ; and our mo- 
Schlich- dern Tuitarians call him a great Man,who- 
5; ever he was, and very ancient. And there 
Ance-Ni- are two things I obterve in him. 1. That 
cen. Þ.27* he oppoſes Sabe/ianiſm ; for, before his 
time Praxeasand N-etus were little talked 
of,eſpecially in the Weſtern Church ; but 
Satellins his Name and D::Atrine were 
very well known by the oppoſition to 
ovarian DIM by the Biſhops of Alexandria and 
de Trinir, Rome. He ſticks not, at the call:ng it Fe- 
OY refie ſeveral times ; and Diſputes againſt 
its 
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it, and anſwers the Objetion about the 
Unity of the Godhead. 1. That he owns, 
| that the Rule of Faith requires our believ- © 25 
ng in Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; and 
alſerts the Divine Eternity of it,and there- 
fore muſt hold the Dodtrine of the Trinity 
to be the Faith of the Church contained in 
the Form of Baptiſm. For he faith, The Er cum 
Authority of Faith, and the Holy Scrij- —_ 
tures admoniſh us to believe not only in the ina peer. 
Father and Son. but in the Holy Ghoſt, micate fo- 
Therefore the Holy Ghoſt muſt be confi- 
dered, as an obje& of Faith joyned in the 
Scripture with the other two,which is no 
where more expreſs, than in the Form of 
Baptiſm, which as S. Cyprian faith, was 
to be adminiſtred in the full Confeſſton of the 
Trinity, in the place already mention'd. 
And it is obſervable that S. Cyprian re- CP": #7: 
jets the Baptiſm of thoſe who denied the ?? 
Trinity at that time, among whom he in- 
ſtances in the Patripaſſians, who it ſeems 
were then ſpread into Africa. 

The Diſpute about the Marcionites Bap- 
tiſm was upon another ground, for they 
held a real Trinity, as appears by Diony- 
fius Romanus in Athanaſius, and Epiphanius, 
&c. but the Queſtion was, whether they 
held the ſame 7rinity or not. S. Cyprian 
faith, 7hat our Saviour appointed bis Apo- 

tles 
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files to Baptize in the Name of Father, Song 


and Holy Ghoſt, and in the Sacrament 
of this Trinity they were to baptize. Doth 
Marcion hold this Trinity ? So that S. Cy- 
prian ſuppoſed the validity of Baptiſm to 
depend on the Faith of the 7rinity. And 
if he had gone no farther, I do not ſee 
how he had tranſgreſſed the Rules of the 
Church; but his Error was,that he made 
void Baptiſm upon difference of Commu- 
nion, and therein he was juſtly oppoſed. 
But the Marcionites Baptiſm was rejected 
nya in the Eaſtern Church, becauſe of their 
DoErine about the Trinity. 

In the Parts of 4fa about Epheſus,Noe- 
tus had broached theſame Doctrine, which 
Praxeas had done elſewhere. For which 
he was called to an account, and himſelf 
with his followers were caſt out of the Churches 
Communion, as Epiphanias reports, which 
is another conſiderable Teſtimony of the 

Epiph hz- Senſe of the Church at that time. Epiphanz- 
rel. 57.1.1. us (aith,he was the firſt who broached that bla- 
ſphemy; but Theodoret mentions Epigonus 
and Cleomenxes before him; it ſeems,thar he 
was the firſt who was publickly taken no- 
tice of for it ; and therefore underwent the 
Cenſure of the Church with his Diſciples. 
When he was firſt ſummon'd to anſwer, 


he denied that he afferted any ſuch Do- 
tlrine 
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ftrine ; becauſe no man Tefore him ſaith E- 
piphanius, had vented ſach Poiſen., And 
in the beginning he ſaith, that Nceras out 
of a Spirit of Contradition had utter'd 
ſuch things, as weither the Prophets, nor 
the Apoſtles, nor the Church of God ever 
thought or declared. Now what was this 
unheard of Doctrine of Noetus ? That 
appears beſt by Noetus his anſu er upon his 
ſecond appearance which was, That he 
worſhipped One God, and knew of no other, 
who was bornaud ſuffer d, and died for us ; 
and for this he produced the ſeveral places 
which aflert the 2»ity of the Godhead, and 
among the reſt one very obſervable, Rom. 
9. 5. Of whom as concerning the fleſh/Chriſt 
came, who is over all God Bleſſed for ever. 
From whence he inferr'd that the. Son and 
the Father were the ſame, and the ſame be 
afirmed of the Holy Ghoſt. But from 
hence we have an evident Proof that the 
moſt ancient Greek Copies in Neetus his 
time, which was long before the Council 
of Nice, had God in the Text. Epiphanius 
brings many places ot Scripture to prove 
the DiſtinQion of Perſons in the Uni- 
ty of the Godhead ; but that 1s not my 
preſent buſineſs, but to ſhew the general 
Seale of the Church at that time, I do 
not lay that Noeras was condemned by a 

general 
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general Council ; but it is ſufficient, to 
ſhew that he was caſt out of the Church, 
where he broached his Doftrine, and no 
other Church received him, or condem- 
ned that Church which caſt him our, 
which ſhews an after Conſent to it. Now 
what was this Doftrine of Noetus? The 
very fame with that of Praxeas at Rome. 
_ Theodoret faith, this his Opinion was, That 
e. 2. there was but one God the Father, who was 
: himſcif impaſſible, but as he took our Nature, 
Ep'Ph.57- {6 he was paſſible and called the Son. Epi- 
= phanius more fully, that the ſame Perſon 
was Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; wherein 
he faith, he plainly contradiits the Scri- 
prures which attribute diſtinft Perſonalities 
to them; aud yet aſſert but one Godhead. 
The Father hath an Hypoſtafis of his own, 
audl ſo have the Son and Holy Ghoſt ; but 
yet there is but one Divinity, one Power,aud 
one Dominion; for theſe diſtin Perſons are, 
725 AUTTS T&utoT1O., TNs &UTNS uupioTnl ©; 
of the ſame individual! Eſſence and Power, 
But Epiphanius was no Ante-Nicene Father: 
however 1n matters of Antiquity, where 
there 15 no 1ncongruity in the thing, we 
may make uſe of his Authority ; and 
think no one will queſtion , that Noetus 
was condemned ; which was the thing I 
produced him to prove. 
But 
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But although Noetus was condemned, Com- 
yer this Doctrine did ſpread in the Eaſtern compo 
arts; for Origex mentions thoſe who con: p. 479: 

founded the Notion of Father and Son, and 
made them but one Fypoſtaſis, and diſtin 
guiſhed only by thought, and Denomination. 
This Dodrine was oppoſed not _ by 
Origei, but he had the Senſe of the Church 
concurring with him, as appears in the 
Caſe of Beryllus Biſhop of Boſtra, who fell 
into this Opinion, and was reclaimed by 
Origen ; and Euſebias gives this account 
of it, That there was a Concurrence of 0- 
thers with him in it, and that this Do- 
Arine was look'd on as an Innovation in 
the Faith. For his Opinion was that our 
Saviour had no proper Subſiſtence of bis own 
before the Incarnation ; and that the Deity 
of the Father alone was in him. He did 
not mearithat the Son had no ſeparate Di- 
vinity from the Father,but that the Deity 
of the Father only appeared in the Son; 
ſo that he was not really God, but only 
one in whom the Deity of the Father 
was made manifeſt. Which was one of 
the oldeſt Hereſtes irl the Church,and the 
moſt early condemned arid oppoſed by 
It. | 

But thoſe Hereftes, which before had 
diflerenced Perſons from the Church, were 

CQ) 2 now 
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now ſpread by ſome at firſt within the 
Communion of it ; as it was not only in 
the Cafe of Noetus and Beryllus, but of Sa- 
bellius himſelf, who made the greateſt 

hg noiſe about this DoQArine; and his Diſct- 

br Os | 

ples, Epiphanius tells us, ſpread very much 
bath in the Faſtern and Weſtern parts ; in 
M=ſopotamia aud at Rome. Their Do- 
(rine, he faith, was, that Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt were but one Hypoſtaſis, with 
three different Denominations. They com- 
pared God to the Sun, the Father to the 
Subſtance,the Son to the Light and the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt to the Heat which comes from it ; 
and thele rwo latter were only di/tintt 0- 
perations of the ſame Subſtance. 

Epiphanias thinks that Sabe/ius therein 
aup. in dift.r'd from Noetus, becauſe he denied that 
= rat. -he Father ſufferd ; but S. Auguſtin can 
we find no difference between them All 

thit can be conceived is, that a diffcrent 
Denomination did ariſe from the differert 
apperance and Operation; which our Z- 

Biſcurſe of nitarians call chree Relative Perſons, and 

In one Subſiſt ing Perſon. 

Vas. p.6. Sa-ellias did ſpread his Hereſie moſt in 
his own Country ; which was in Penta- 
polis of the Cyrenaick Province, being born 
in Ptolemais one of the five Cities there. 
Of this Dzonyftus Biſhop of Alexandria 

gives 
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gives an account in his Epiſtle to Xy/fus Euſeb. 17. 


then Biſhop of Rome, wherein he takes 
notice of the wicked and Blaſphemous He- 
refie, lately broached there againſt the Per- 
ſons of the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. 
Letters on both ſides were brought tohim, 
on which occaſion he wrote ſeveral Epi- 
ſtles.among which there was one to Ammoe- 
nius Biſhop of Bernice, another of the Ci- 
ties of Pentapolis. In this, he diſputed 
with great warmth againſt this Doctrine 


wards accuſed to Diony/tus of Rome, - that 
he had gone too far the other way ; and 
leſſen'd the Divinity of the Son by his 
Similitudes ; 'of which he clear'd himſelf, 
as appears by what remains of his De- 
fence in Athanaſius. But as to his Zeal 
againſt Sabe/ianiſmit was never queſtion'd, 
Dionyfius of Rome declares his Senſe at 
large in this matter againſt both Ex- 
tremes, wiz. of thoſe who aflerted three 
ſeparate and independent Principles, and 


ſo made three Gods, But he declares the 
Chriſtian Dodtrine to be, thar there were 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; but that there 

Q3 is 
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of Sabeliius, infomuch, that he was aſter- 


of thole who confounded the Divine Per ,,. 1. 
ſons ; and he charges the DoQrine of Sa: Decrer. 
bellius too with Blaſphemy,as well as thote 5y909! 
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is an indivifible Union in one and the ſame 
Godhead. It ſeems Diony/tus of Alexan- 
dria was accuſed for dividing and ſepara: 
ting the Perſons, to which he anſwers, 
Achanae, FDar it was impoſſible he ſhould do it, be- 
deSentent, Cauſe they are indivifible from each other ; 
Dion: fil, aud the Name of each Perſon did imply the 
P- 561 inſeparable Relation to the other, as the Fas 
ther to the Son, and the Son to the Father, 
and the Holy Ghoſt to both. And this Judg- 
ment of theſe two great Men 1n the 
Church concerning Sabellianiſm, was uni- 
verlally reccivd in the Chriſtian Church. - 
And this happen'd lo:1g before the Nicene 
Council. 
2. Another argument of the general 
Senſe of the Chriſtian Church 1s from the 
Hymns and Doxologies publickly received; 
which were in the moſt folemn Ads of 
religious Worſhip made to Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt. The force of this argu- 
ment appears hereby, that divine Wor- 
ſhip cannot be given to mere Names, and 
an Equality of Worſhip doti: imply an 
Equality of Dignity in the obje&t of Wor- 
ſhip, and therefore, if the ſame Ads of 
Adoration be performed to Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt, it is plain, that the Chri- 
ftian Church did eſteem them to have the 
fame divine Natyre, although they were 
| = - 1 ant 
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diſtin Perſons. And if they were not 
fo, there could not be diſtinct Acts of di- 
vine Worſhip performed ro them. S. Ba- 
fil mentions this Doxology of Africanus, 


( that ancient Writer of the Chriſtian Ff_ 4c | 
Church) in the fifth Book of his Chronj- ;* 


con, We render thanks to him who gave our 
Lord Jeſus Chrift to be a Saviour, to whom 
with the Fioly Ghoſt be Glory and Majeſty for 
ever. And another of Dionyftus Alexandri- 
us in his 2d Epiſtle to Dronyſtus of Rome. 
To God the Father and his Son our Lord 
Feſus Chriſt with the Holy Ghoſt, be Glory 
and Power for ever and ever, Amen. And 
this is the more conſiderable, becauſe he 
faith he did herein follow the ancient Cuſtom 
and Rule of the Church; and he joyned with 
it, 'ouyPwrws duToI wpootvyapio vm, Prat 
fing God in the ſame woice with thoſe who 
have gone before us , which ſhews how 
early theſe Doxologies to Father, Soy and 
Holy Ghoſt,had been uſed in the Chriſtian 
Church. But to let us the better under- 
ſtand the true Senſe of them, S. Baſil 
hath preſerved ſome paſſages of Dzonyftus 
Alexandrinus which do explain it, viz. 
That either the Sabellians muſt a//ow three 
diſtint Hypoſtaſes, or they muſt wholly take 
away the Trinity. By which it is evident, 
that by Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt hedid 

Q 4 under- 
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pnderſtand three diſtinct Hypoſtaſes, But 
not divided ; tor that appears to have 
been the Sabe/ians Argument, That if 
there were three, they muſt be divided : 
No lauh Dzonyftus, they are three whether 
the Sabcllians wil or net ; or elſe there is 
#0 Trinity : which he look'd on as a great 
abſurdity to take away, Ti VUeay Tpizdts 
the Divine Triaity, Of what ? Ot mere 
Names or Energies ? That is no 7rintty ; 
for there 1s but oze ſubnſting Perſon of ſe- 
parate and divided Subſtances : That the 
Satelians thought muſt follow but both 
the Dionyſzu;'s deniedit, And in another 
\ .., Paſſage there mention'd Die+ 
OucT4T 10 Ns TeT0, nyſuus of Alexandriaaſſcrts the 

perez Thy  ordde, %, n San | 
Tpids Trinity in Vnity. But before 
: Auf 6 ©#% 9% Dionyſus, he quotes a paſlage 
A 7 roy Y of Clemens Komanus concernr 
Tj Fo: ing Father,Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
which attributes Life diſtintly to them, 
Now Life cannot belong to a Name or 
Energy, and therefore muſt imply a Per- 

08. 

But that which is moſt matertal to our 
purpoſe, is the Putlick Doxology in the 
Church of Neo-Czſfarea, brought in by 
Gregory Thaumaturgas. S. Baſil gives a ve- 
ry Ligh Character of him, as of a Perſon 
of extraordinary Picty and Fraaetof 
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Life, and a great promoter of Chriſtiani- 
ty in thoſe Parts, and by him the Form of 
Doxology was introduced into that Church, 
being chiefly formed by him {there being 
but Seventeen Chriſtians when he was firſt 
made Biſhop there) which was, Glory ?o 
God the Father , and Son with the Holy 
Ghoſt, which ought to be underſtood ac- 
cording to the ſenſe of the Maker of ir. 
And Gregory hath deliver'd his ſenſe plain- 
ly enough in this matter : for in that Cox- 
feſſion of Faith, which was preſerved in 
the Church of Nec-Caſarea, he owns a 


perfett Trinity in Glory , Eternity and Greg. 


Power , without Separation or Diverſity p. 
of Nature. On which Doctrine his Form 
of Doxology was grounded. Which 
S. Ba/il tollowing, Exceptions were ta- 
ken againſt it, by ſome as varying from 
the Form uſed in ſome other places. 
For the Followers of . 4e!zus took advan- 
tage from the Exprelſ;on uſed in thoſe 
Doxologies, Glory be to the Father, by the 
Son, and in the Holy Ghiſt, toinfer a Dife 
fimilitude in the $.n and Holy Ghoſt to the 
Father, aud to make the Son the Inſtru- 
ment of the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt on- 
ly to relate to timeand place. But S. Bafal 
takes a great deal of Pains to ſhew the im- 
pertinency ot theſe Exceptions. They 
- | | would 


tn.” OE DEED = 
—_ b -v —_ "—_ wan > __ 


_ a— > Dn 
_ hg - 
po_—_ 


202 


A Vindication of 


would fain have charged this Doxotogy as 
an Innovation on S. Baf/l, becauſe it at- 
tributed equal Honour to Father, Son and 
=y Ghoſt, which the Aetiaus would not 
endure; but they ſaid, 7hat the Sox was 
to be honoured only in Subordination to the 
Father, and the Holy Ghoſt as inferiour to 
both. But S. Bafil proves from Scripture 
an Equality of Fonour to be due to them : 
and particularly from the Form of Bap- 
tiſm, c. 10. wherein the Son and Holy Ghoſt 
are joyned with the Father, without any 
mote of Diſtinftion. And what more pro- 
per token of a Conjunttion in the ſame Dig- 
nity, than being put together in ſuch a 
manner. 

Eſpecially conſidering theſe two things. 
7. The extream Jealouſfie of the Jewith 
Nation, as to joyning the Creatures with 
God in any thing that related to Divine 
Honour, But as S. Baſil argues, If the Son 
were a Creature, then we muſt believe in 
the Creator, and the Creature together ; and 
by the ſame reaſon that one Creature is joyn- 
ed, the whole Creation may be joyned with 
him ; but, faith he, we are not to imagine 
the leaſt Diſunion or Separation between Fa- 
ther,Son and Holy Ghoſt; nor that they are 
three diſtinit parts of one inſeparable Being, 
but that there is an indiviſible Conjundtion 


of 
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of three in the ſame Eſſence ; ſo that where 
one is, there is the other alſo. For where the 
Holy Ghoſt is, there is the Son, and where 
the Son is, there is the Father. And to 
Athanaſius urges the Argument from theſe 
Words, That a Creature could not be joyned 
with the Creator in ſuch a manner as in the 
Form of Baptiſm; and it mighr have been 
as well ſaid, Baptize in the Name of the Fa- 
ther, and any other Creature, And for all 
that I ſee, our @nitariaus would have 
liked ſuch a Form very well; for they 
parallel it with thoſe in Scripture ; and 
they worſhipped the Lord, and the King ; 
and they feared the Lord and Samuel. But 
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the Fews underſtood the difterent occaſion p. 18. 


of ſuch Expreſſions too well, to have born 
ſuch a Conjundion of Creatures with the 
Creator in the moſt ſolemn A& of lniria- 
tion into a Profeſſion of Religion. 

2. The Jews had a Notionamong them 
of three diſtinit Sub/iſtences in the Deity (u- 
table to theſe of Father,Son aud Holy Ghoſt. 
This hath been ſhew'd by many. as to the 
Son, or the Divine Word ; and Kittange! 
makes out the fame as to the Holy Gheft. 
Among the three Sub/ilences in the Mer- 
cavah (which Rittange! had proved from 
their moſt ancient Writings) thoſe which 
are adced to the firſt areWifdem and Intelli- 
THEL To: | gence, 
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gene, and this liſt is by the old Chaldee 
Paraphraſt rendred XW2w, and he proves 
it to be applied to God in many places 
of the Pentateuch, where ſuch things are 
attributed to him, as beJong to the Holy 
Ghoſt. And he particularly ſhews by 
m1iny places, that the Schecinah 1s not ta- 
ken for the Divine Glory, but that isren- 
dred by other Words ( however the Iin- 
terpreters of the Chaldee Paraphraſt have 
rendred it fo } bur he produces ten p'aces 
where the Chaldee Paraphraſt uſes it in ano- 
ther Senſe; and he leaves, he faith, ma- 
ny more to the Readers obſervation. If 
the Jews did of old own three Subjiſten- 
ces 1n the fame Divine Eſſence, there was 
then great Reaſon to joyn Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt in the ſolemn A of Initia- 
tion : Bat if it be denied, that they did 
own any ſuch thing ; they mult deny their 
molt ancient Books,and the Chaldee Para- 
phraſt, which they eſteem next to the 
Text, and Rittangel faith, They believe it 
written by Inſpiration. | That which I 
chiefly urge, is this, that if theſe things 
be not very ancient, they muſt be put in 
by the later Fews, togratifie the Chriſtians 
in the Dottrine of the Trinity ; which I do 
not believe any Jew will afſent to. And 
no one elſe can imagine this, when our 

Unttarians 
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Unitarians lay, that the Dottrine of the _ -- 
Trinity is the chief Offence which the Fews , \.. 2. 
take at the Chriftian Religion. How then 
can we ſuppoſe the Fews ſhould forge theſe 
Books on purpoſe to put in ſuch Notions, 
as were molt grateful to their Enemies,and 
hateful to, themſelves 2 Morinus hath en Morin. 
deavoured to run down the Credit of the [*'f. 
moſt ancient Books of the Fews ; and ac. 8, 
monsg the reſt the Book Jezirah, the moſt 
ancient Cabbaliſtical Book among the Jews, 
which he learnedly proves was not writ- 
ten by Abraham, (as the Jews think.) I 
will not ſtand with Morinus about this ; cop; pare 
however the Book Coſri ſaith,zt was made 4.p. 316. 
by Abraham before God ſpake to him, and 
magnifies it to the King of Cofar, as con- 
raining an admirable Account of the firſt 
Principles above the Philoſophers. Bux- 
torf faith, that the Book Ceſr: hath been 
extant Nine hundred years, andin'the be- 
ginning of it, it 1s faid, that the Confe- 
rence was Four hundred years before, and 
therein the Book Jezirah is al'edged as a 
Book of Antiquity : and there the three , 
Subjiſtences ot the Deity are repreſented ** PP 
by Mind, Word, and Hand. So that this 
can be no late Invention of Cabbaliſtical 
Jews, But our @nitartans utterly deny 
that the Jews had any Cabbala corncerning 

tbe 
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the Trinity. And they prove it, becauſe 
the Jews in Origen, aid Juſtin Martyr 
deny the Meſſias to be God. They might 
as well have brought their Teſtimony to 
prove Jeſus not to be the Meſfias ; for the 
Fews of thoſe times; being hard preſſed 
by the Chriftzans, found they could not 
otherwife avoid ſeveral places of the Old 
Teſtament. But this doth not hinder, 
but that they might have Notions of 
three Subfiſtences in their ancient Books : 
which contained neither ate [ſrvention, 
nor Divine Revelations ; bunt a Traditional 
notion about the Divine Being, and the 
Subpiſtences 1n it: and I can find no Argu- 
ments againſt it, that deſerve mentioning. 
For when they fay the Fewiſh Cabbala was 
a Pharaſaical Figment, &c. it needs no an- 
ſwer. But what do they fay to the 0/4 
Paraphraſes, whereon the main Weight 
as to this matter lies? All that I can find 
is, That they do not ſpeat of diſtinit Per- 
ſons ; but they confeſs that Philo ſpeaks 
home, and therefore they make him a Chri- 
ſtian. But Phi/o had the fame Notion 
with the Paraphraſts; and their beſt way 
will be to declare, that they look upon 
them all as Chriſtians ; and they might 
as well affirm it of O-kelos, as they do of 
Philo; but | doubt the World will not 
take their Word for either, Bur 
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But to proceed with the Chri/tzan Doxo- D<Sp.San- 


logies. Nothing, faith S, Baſil, ſba{ make 
me forſake the Doftrine I received in my 
Baptiſm, when I was firſt entred into the 
Chriſtian Church ; and I adviſe all others 
to keep firm to that Profeſſion of the Holy 
Trinity, which wy made in their. Baptiſm; 
that is, of the indivifible Union of Father, 
Son and Holy Ghoſt. And, as he faith af- 
terwards, by the Order of the Words in 
Baptiſmit appears that as the Sonis to the 
Father, ſo the Holy Ghoſt is to the Son. 
For they are all pat without any Diſtinfion 
or Number, which he obſerves agrees only to 
a multitude. For by their Properties they 
are one and one ; yet by the Community of 
Eſſence the two are but one : and he makes 
it his buſineſs to prove the Holy Ghoſt to 
be a proper Objett of Adoration as well as 
the Father and Son, and therefore there 
was n0 reaſon to find fault with the Doxe- 
logy uſed in that Church : and that, Firmi- 
lian, Meletivs and the Eaſtern Chriſtians 
agreed with them in the uſe of it, and ſo 
did all the Weſtern Churches from Illyricum 
to the Worlds end : and this, he faith,was 
by an immemorial Cuſtom of all Churches, 
aud of the greateſt men in them. Nay,more 
he faith, 7: had been continued in the 
Churches , from the time the Goſpel had 
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been receiv'd among them. And nothing 
can be fuller than the Authority of his 
Teſtimony, if S. Bafil may be believed. 

To theſe I ſhall add the Doxology of 

_ {4+ Polycarp at his Martyrdom, mentioned 

by Euſebius, which is very full to our 

Purpoſe; 7 Glorifie thee by our Eternal 

Figh-Prieſt Jeſus Chriſt thy beloved Son, 

by whom be Glory to thee, with him in the 

Holy Ghoſt. What can we imagine Po- 

ly:arp meant by this, but to render the 

fame Glory to Pather, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; 

but with ſuch a difference as to the Par- 

ticles, which S. Bafil at large proves come 

to the ſame thing 2 And to the ſame pur- 

poſe, not only the Church of Smyrna, 

but Ponius the Martyr, who tranſcribed 

the Ads, ſpeaking of Jeſus Chriſt, with 

whom be Glory to God the Father, and the 

valeſ. ad Holy Ghoſt, Thele ſuffer d Martyrdom 

o_ for Chriſtianity, and owned the ſame D:- 

' 73* vine Honour to the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt. 

Coreler. What could they mean, if they did 

_ P not believe them to have the lame Divine 

' Nature? Can we ſuppoſe rhem Guilty of 

ſuch ſtupidity ro loſe their Lives, tor not 

givirg Divine Honour ro Creatures, and 

at the lame time ro do it themlicIves ? So 

that, it the /arher, Son and Holy Ghoſt 

were 
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were not then believed to be three Per- 
ferns and one God, the Chriltian Church 
was mightily deceived; and the Martyrs 
aed inconſiſtently with their own Prin- 
ciples. Which no good Chriſtian will 
dare to affirm. But ſome have adven- 
tured to ſay, that Polycarp did not mean 
the ſame Divine Flonour to Father Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt. But it he had fo meant 
it, how could he have exprel-d it other- 
wiſe? It was certainly a Worſhip diſtin&t 
from what he gave to Creatures; as ap- 
pears by the Church of Smyrna's dilo wn- 
ing auy Worſhip but of Love and Reſpect 
to their fellow Creatures, and owning the 
giving Adoration to the Son of God ; with 


whom they joyn both Father and Floly 


Ghoſt. Which it is impollible to conceive, 
that in their Circumſtances, they ſhould 
have done, unlels they bad believed the 
ſame Divine Honour to belong to them. 

_ S. Bafil's Teſtimony makes it out of 
Diſpate, that the Doxology to Father, Sox, 
and Holy Ghoſt, was univertaily receiv'd 
in the publick Offices of the Church,and 
that ſrom the time of greateſt Antiquity : 
So that we have no need of the Tettimo- 
nies from the 4poſtolical Conſtitutions (as 
they are called) to prove it. But I avoid 
all diſputable Authoritics: And I ſhall 

Pp only 
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C. 29 only add that it appears from S. Bafll, 

that this Poxelcgy had been long uted 

- not only in publick Offices, but in Oc- 

cafional Fjaculations, as at the bringing 

in of Light in the Evening, the People, 

he faith, were wont to ſay, Glory be to the 

Father, aud to the Son, and to the Holy 

Ghoſt, &c. This, he faith, had been an an- 

cient Cuſtom among the People, and none 

Frudent, can tef{ who brought it in. But Prudentius, 

Catch. ſhews, that it was continued to his Time; 

HymP. 5. as appears by his Hymn on that occaſion, 

which concludes with this Doxology, and 

Hilar.  S. Hilary ends his /Yyms written to his 
Dok iz, Davghter, in the ſame manner. 

3. | come therefore to the laſt Proof, 
which I ſhall produce of the Senſe of the 
Chriſtian Church, which is, from the 7e- 
ſtimony of thoſe who wrote in Defence of 
our Religion againſt Iafidels. Tn which I 
ſhall be the ſhorter, fince the particular 
Teſtimonies of the Fathers, have been (o 
ſully produced, and defended by others, 

: c{pecially by Dr. Bu//. 
FJuſti® Martyr in his Apology for the 
p99 Chriſtians, gives an account ot the Form 
of Baptiſm, as it was adminiſtred among 
Chriſtians, which he fanh, was zu the 
Name of God the Father of all, and of 
our Saviour Feſus Chriſt, and of the Holy 
Ghoſt. 
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Ghoſt. And he ſpake of them as of &d:- 
Stink Perſons, as appears by his words 


afterwards. They who take the Son to be p. 


the Father, neither know the Father nor 
the Son, who being the Word and firſt be- 
gotten is God. Ang when he ſpeaks of the 


Euchariſt, he faith, That it is offer'd to p, 


the Father of al!, by the Name of the Son, 
and the Holy G!-5ſt : and of other ſolemn 
Aqts of Devortu n, he faith, That 7n all 


of them they praiſe God the Father of all, P. 


by his Son Feſus Chriſt, and the Floly Ghoſt. 


And in other places, he mentions the p, 
. Worſhip they give to Father, Son, and 


Holy Ghoſt. Indeed he mentions a dife- 


rence of Order between them; bur makes Þ. 


no Difference as to the Worſhip given to 
them. And all this in no long Apology 
for the Chriſtian Faith. What can be the 
meaning of this, if he did not take it 
for granted, that the Chriſtian Church 
embraced the Doftrine of the 7riaity in 
Baptiſm? Faſtin Martyr was noſuch weak 
Man to go about to expole the Chriſtian 
Religion inſtead of detending it; and he 
mult have done ſo, if he did not believe 
this not only to be a true, but a neceſſa- 
ry part of the Chriſtian Faith. For, why 
did he at all mention ſuch a Myſterious 
and dark Point 2 Why did he not conceal it, 

P 2 (as 
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(25 ſome would have done) and only re- 
prciont to the Emperours, the fair and 
piaviivle part of Chriſtianity 2 No, he 
was a Man of preat Sincerity, and a 
throvgh Chriſtian himſelf; and therefore 
thovg!it he could not honeſtly conceal fo 
ſuncamental a Point of the Chriſtian 
Faith, and which related to their being 
entred into the Chriſtian Church For 
if the Profeſſion of this Faith had not 
been look'd on as a neceſſary condition 
of being a Memher of the Church of 
Chriſt; it is hard to imagine, that Ju/tz# 
Martyr ſhould to much infiſt upon 1t, not 
only here, but in his other Treaties : 
Oi which an Account hath been given 
by orhers. 

A!henagoras had been a Philoſopher, as 
vel as Ju/t- Martyr, betore he profeſſed 
kirajelt a Chriſtian ; and therefore, muſt 
be inppoted to underſtand his Religion be- 
torc he embraced it. And in his Defence 
lie 2:lerts, That the Chriſtians do believe 
iz Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, inGod the 
F..rher,God the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt. 
And he mentions both the Unity and 
Order which is among them. Which can 
ſ1gnifte nothing unleſs they be owned to 
be diſtinct Perlions in the fame Divine 
Nature. And 1a the next Page, he looks 

| on 
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on it, as a thing which aii Chriſtians 
aſpire after in another Lite, That they 
ſhall then know the Uaion of the  Fa- 
ther, and the Communication of the Fa- 
ther to the Sou , what the Holy Ghoſt 
is, and what Union and Diſtiation 
there is Leiween the Holy Ghojt , ile 
Son and the Father. Na man who had 
ever had the name of a Philoſopher would 
have ſaid fach things, unlets he had be- 
lieved the Dodtrine of the Trinity as we 
do,7.e. that there are three diſtinct Perſons 
in the ſame Divine Nature, bur tliat the 
manner of the Union, and diſtinRtion 
betwcen them, 1s above our reach and 
comprehenſion. | 
But our Znitarians havean Anſwer rea- nefence of 
dy for thefe men, viz. That they came out of 1%? Hiſt. of 
Plato's School, with the ”infture of his three gg: 
Principles; and they ſadly complain, that 
Platoniſm had wery early corrupted the 
Chriſtian Faith as to theſo matters, 
[In aniwer to which Exception, I have R-fp, ad 
only one Pojtulatum to make ; which is, 841cEc- 
; C.cl.Þ. 174» 
thar theſe were honett Mcn, and knew ; 3, 
their own Minds beſt, and I ſhall make it 
appear, that none can more poſitively de- 
clare, than they do, that they vid nor take 
up theſe Notions from P/ato,but trom the 
Holy Scriptures ; Juſtin Martyr faitii he 
-& took 
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Juſt. Apol. 266k the Foundation of his Faith from 
37 Gree, thence, and that he could find no certainty 
p. 18, 22, a5 to God and Religion any where elſe : 
"_ that he rhinks,Þlato rook his chree Frinciples 
from Moles ; and in his Dia:vgue with 

Dial. cum 7rypho, he at Jarge proves the Fernity 

kqcnnp of the Son of God from the Scriprares ; 
and ſaid, te would uſe 20 other Arguments, 
for he pretended to no $*ill but in the Scri- 
Ptures, which God had enabled him to un- 
derſtand. 

Achenag. Athenagoras declares, That where the 

PÞ®, 5. Philoſophers agreed with them, their Faith 
did not depend on them, but on the Teſti- 
mony of the Prophets, who were inſpired by 
the Holy Ghoſt. 

Theophil, To the ſame purpoſe ſpeaks Theophilus 

poo Biſhop of Antioch, wito aſſerts the Co- 

* eternity of the Son with the Father, from 

the beginning of S John's Goſpel; and faith, 
their Faith is built on the Scriptures. 
Clemens Clemens Alexandrinus owns not only, 
Pzd. /.3. the Eſſential Attributes of God to belong to 
* 7* the Son; but that there is one Father of 
all, aud one Word over all, and one Holy 
Ghoſt who ts every where. 
Str. I. 4. And he thinks, Plato borrowed his three 
Cakes 48, Principles from Moſes ; that his ſecond was 
the Son, and his third the Holy Spirit. 


Even 
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Even Origen himſelf highly commends P=4- Zr. 

Moſes above Plato, in his moſt undoubted j';"\"ccx, 
Writings, and ſaith, That Numenius wet Orig. c. 
beyond Plato, and that he borrowed out of — whe s 
the Scriptures; and ſo he faith, Plato d:4p. 198, 1.5. 
in other places; but he adds, That the ?- 2755 
DoArines were better deliver'd in S:rip- = + =y 
ture, than in his Artificial Dialogues. Ca p-351437 (+ 
any one that hath the leaſt reverence for 
Writers of ſuch Authority and Zeal for 

the Chriſtian DoQrine, imagine that they 

_ wilfully corrupted it in one of the chief 
Articles of it; and brought in new Spe- 

culations againſt the Senſe of thoſe Books, 

which at the ſame time, they profeſled 

to be the only Rule of their Faith? Even 

where they ſpeak moſt favourably of the 
Platonick Trinity, they ſuppoſe it to be 
borrowed from Moſes. 

And therefore Numenius faid, That Mo- ©, ,_ 
ſes and Plato did not differ about the firſt lex. Scr.1, 
Principles ; and Theodoret mentions Nu- _ . 
menius as one of thoſe, who ſaid, Plato Tycha. * 
unlerſtood the Hebrew Doftrine in Egypt ; Serm. 1, 
and during his Thirteen years ſtay there, 
it is hardly poſlible to ſuppoſe, he ſhould 
be ignorant of the /Zebrew Dottrine, 2- 
bout the firſt Principles, which he was 
ſo inquiſitive after, eſpecially among N4- 
tions, who pretended to Antiquity. 
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And the Platonick Notion of the Divine 
Eſſence inlarging it ſelf to three Fiypaſta- 
fer is conſiderable on theſe Accounts : 

That ir is deliver'd with fo much 
a by the Oppoſers of Chriſtianity ; 
ſuch as Flotinus, Porphyrins, Proclus and 
others were known to be, and they ſpeak 
with no manner of doubt concerning it ; 
a« may be ſcen in the paliizges of Porphy- 
rie prelerved by S. Cyr: and others. 

2. That they took it up from no Re- 
v<iation; but as a Notion in it felt agreea- 
ble enough; as appears by rhe pallages 
in Plato and others concerni iNgit. They 
never ſuſpected it to be liable to the 
C harge of Non Senſe, and Contradiitions, 
as «ur modern Znitarzans charge the Tri- 
nity with; although their Notion as re- 
prelent: d by Porphyrie be as liable to it. 
'7..v came thele Men of Wit and Senſe, 

upon, and be {o fond of ſuch abſurd 

ples wii.ch lead to the Belief of My- 

1 9% Non Senſe, and Impoſſbilities ; it 
ct Mon may b: truſted? 

Thar the Nations moſt renowned 

© A: 44.ry and deep Speculations, did 

hr upon the fame Doctrine, about a 

ſr.niry of {1ypeſtaſes in the Divine 
-ici,ce., To prove iis I ſhall not refer 
o the 7ri{megiltick Books, or the Chaldee 
Oracles, 
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Oracles, or any doubtful Authorities; but pag 
P 2 Ifid. & 
Plutarch aſſerts the three Flypoſtaſes to gig, p, 
have been receiv d among the Perſians, an:! 379. cd. 
Porphyry, and Jamliicus, fy the lame of þf7.y;.. 
the Egyptians. Pep. E. 
4. That this Z7ypoſta/rs did maintain its Lita =O 
Reputation ſo long in the World For we '4+R.5e#. 
find it continued to the time of Macrobins ; 3 c. 2 
. . - " Vacrob.m 
who mentions it as a reaſonable Notion, $$. 
viz. of one ſupreme Being, Father of all, pion. l. t. 
and a Mind proceeding from it, and Soul © '* 
from Mind. Some have thought that the 
Platoniſts made two created Beings, to be 
two of the Divine Fypoſtaſes ; but this is 
contrary to what Plotinus and Porphyry 
afficm concerning it, and it is hard to 
give an Account, how they ſhould then 
be Efentially different from Creatures, 
and be Hypotheſes in the Divine Fſſence. 
Bur this is no part of my buſineſs, being 
concerned no farther, than to clear the 
Senſe of the Chriſtian Church, as to the 
Form of Baptiſm in the Name of the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; which accor- 
ding to the Senſe of the Ante Nicene Fa- 
thers, 1 have proved, doth maniteſt the 
DoErine of the Trinity, to have been ge- 


nerally receiv'd in the Chriſtian Church, 


2. Lect 
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2. Let us now ſee what our Zatarzans 
obje& againſt the Proof of the Trinity 
from theſe words. | 

1. They ſay, That there is a Note of 
diftinition and Superiority. For Chri#t 


''*” owns, that his Power was given to him by 


the Father. 

There is no queſtion, but that the Per. 
ſon who ſuffter'd on the Croſs, had Power 
given tohim,after his Reſurrection; but the 
true Queſtion is, wherher his Sonſhip were 
then given to him. He was then declared 
to be the Son of God with Power, and had 
a Name or Authority given him above e- 
very Name; being exalted to be a Prince 
and a Saviour, to give Repentance, and Re- 
miſſion of Sins: in order to whicin he now 
appointed his Apoſtles ?o teach all Nati- 
ons; baptizing them in the Name of the Fa- 
ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghof?. He doth 


© Not ſay in the name of Jeſus, who ſuf- 


fer'd on the Croſs; nor in the name of Fe- 
ſas the Chrift now exalted; but in the name 
of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft : and al- 
thovgh there were a double Gift with 
reſpe&t to the Son and Holy Ghof? ; the 
one, as to his Royal Authority over the 
Church; the other,as to his extraordinary 
Eftuſion on the Apoſtles, yet neither of 


theſe are ſo much as intimated ; but rhe 
Office 
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Office of Baptiſm is required to be perfor- 
med in the Name of theſe three as diſtin& 
and yet equal; without any Relation to 
any Gift, either as to the Sow or Holy 
Ghoſt, But if the ancient Fews were in 
the Right,as we think they were,then we 
have a plain account,how theſe came tobe 
thus mention'd in the Form of Baptiſm, 
viz. that theſe three diſtin Subſiſtences 
in the Divine Eſlence,were not now to be 
kept up as a ſecret Myſtery from the 
World; but that the Chriſtian Church was 
to be formed upon the Belief of it. 

2. They bring ſeveral places of Scrip- 
ture, where God and his Creatures are 
joyned, without any Note of diſtintion or Su- 
periority ; as, The people feared the Lord, 
and Samuel, 1 Sam. 12.18. They worſhip- 
ped the Lord, and the King, 1 Chron. 29. 
20. I charge thee before God and the Lord 
FTeſus Chriſt, and his ele Angels, 1 Tim. 
5. 21. The Spirit and the Bride ſay come, 
Revel. 22. 17. 

But can any Man of Senſe imagine, 
theſe places contain a Parallel with a 
Form of Words, wherein men are entred 
into the Profctſion of a new Religion,and 
by which they were to be diſtinguiſhed 
from all other Religions? In the former 
places, the Circumſtances were ſo noto- 
ri0us 
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rious as to God, and the Civi! Magiſtrate, 
that it ſhews no more than that the ſame 
external Acts may be uled to both, but 
with ſuch a different Intention as all men 
underſtood it. What if S. Paulname the 
elect Anzels in a ſolemn Obteſtation to 
Timothy, toge her with God, and the Lord 
Teſas Chriſt What can this prove, but 
that we may call God and his Creatures 
to be Witneſſ-s together of the ſame 
thing 2 And ſo Heaven aud Farth are 
called to hear Witneſs againſt obſtinate 
Sinners: May men therctore be baptized 
in the names of God and his Creatares 2 
The Spirit and Bride may ſay come with- 
out any Incongruity ; but it would have 
been ſtrange indeed, if they had ſaid, 
Come be baptized in the name of the Spi- 
rit antl the Bride. So that theſe Inſtances 
are very remote {rom the purp fe. 

Bur they ſay farther, 7 har the ancients 
of the firſt Four hundred years do n6t inſiſt 
on this place, to prove the Divinity o'r Per- 
fonality of the Son or Spirit. As to the 
firſt Three hundred years, I have given an 
account already ; and as to the Fourth 
Century, | could not have thought, that 
they would have mention'd it : fince 
there is ſcarce a Father of the Church in 
that time, who had occaſion todo ir, but 

makes 
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makes uſe of the Argument from this place 
to prove the Divinity and Perſonaliry of 
the Son and Spirit. 

Athanaſius laith, That Chriſt founded Athan.Ep. 
his Church on the Dottrine of the Trinity - = 6g 
contained in theſe Words ; and if the Holy Ton. +. 
Ghoſt had been of a different Nature, from *4 Se. 2 
the Father and Son, he would never have , 186, 
been joyned with them in a Form of Bap- 119. 
tiſm, no more than an Angel, or any other 
Creature. For the Trinity muſt be Eter- 
nal and Indiviſible, which it could not be, 
if any created Being were in it, and there- 
fore he diſputes againſt the Arian Bap- or. z. «: 
tiſm, although performed with the ſame Arian p, 
Words, becauſe they joyned God and a*'*3 
Creature together in Baptiſm. To the 
ſame purpole argue Didymus, Gregory Na- 
2ianzen, S. Baſil and others, within the 
Compals of four hundred years, whoſe peravinc 
Telt.monies are produced by Petavins ; T. I. 1. 2. 
to whom 1 refer the Reader, if he hath ©*#+3- 
a mind to be ſatisfied in ſo clear a Point, 
thac | cannot bur think our ©ntari- 
ans never intended to take in the Frthers 
afrer the Council of Nice, whoare ſo ex- 
prefsly againſt them; and therefore I paſs 
it over as a flip. 

4. They objeq, That the Form of Bap- Hiſt. of the 
tiſm implies no more, than being admitted roy 

into 
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znto that Religion which proceeds from God 
the Father, and deliver'd by his Son, aud 
confirmed by the Teſtimony of the Holy 
Ghoſt. So much we grant is implied, but 
the Queſtion ſtill remains, whether the 
Son and Holy Ghoft are here to be conſi- 
derd only in order to their Operations, or 
whether the Perſons of the Son and Holy 
Gho#t, from whom thoſe Eftets came,are 
not here chiefly intended 2 For if no 


more had been meant, but theſe Effects, 


then the right Form of admiſſion had nor 
been, zuto the Name of Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt; but in the Name of the Father 
alone, as Revealing himſelf by his Son, and 
Confirming it by the miraculous Works of 
the Holy Ghoſt. For theſe are only ſub- 
ſervient Acts to the deſign of God the Fa- 
ther, as the only ſubſiſting Perſon. | 
4. They tell us, That it is in vain, not 
to ſay ridiculouſly pretended, that a Per- 
ſon or thing is God, becauſe we are baptized 
into it; for ſome were baptized into Moſes, 
and others into John's Baptiſm, and ſo 
Moſes and John Baptiſt would be Gods ; and 
to be baptized into a Perſon or Perſons, and 
in the name of ſuch a Perſen is the ſame 
thing. Gran: this ; yet there 1s a great 
difference between being baptized in the 


name of a Miniſter of Baptiſm, and of the 
Author 
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Anthor of a Religion, into which they are 
baptized. The Iſraelites were baptized 
unto Moſes ; bnt how 2 The Syrzac and 
Arabic Yerfions render it per Moſen; and 


ſo S. Auguſtin reads it. And this ſeems 8: # 


to be the moſt natural ſenſe of the Word, 
&:, being put for %\z, as it is Ad. 7.53. 
compared with Gal. 3. 19. And the force 
of the Apoſtle's Argument, doth not lie 
in the Parallel between being baptized in- 
to Moſes, and into Chriſt; but in the Pri- 
vileges they had under the Miniſtery of 
Moſes with thoſe which Chriſtians en- 
joyed. The other place implies no more, 
than being enter'd into that Profeſſion, 
which John baptized his Diſciples into. 
But doth any one imagine, that becauſe 
John Baptiſt did enter his Diſciples by 
Baptiſm, therefore they muſt believe him 


| to be God ? I know none that lay the 


force of the Argument upon any thing 
parallel to thoſe Places. But it depends 
upon laying the Circumſtances together. 
Here was a new Religion to be taught 
mankind, and they were to be entred in- 
to it, not by a bare verbal Profeſſion, but 
by a ſolemn Rite of Baptiſm ; and this 
Baptiſm is declard to be in the Name of 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt : which 
cannot be underſtood of their — 
an 
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and therefore muſt relate to that Faith, 
which they were baptized into, which 
w 25 concerning the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt. And lo the Chriſtian Church un- 
dcr{tood it, from the beginning, as I have 
proved in the foregoing Diſcourſe. 

Ani trom hence came the Inſtruction 
of Catechumens. who were to be baptized 
about the 7riaity ; and the firſt Creeds 
which relaied only to them, as I have 
alrcauy colerved. And fo much our 7ni- 
tarians grant in one of their lateſt Pam- 
phlets, that a Creed was an Inſtitution, or 
Taſtrudtion what we are to believe in the 
main, and fundamental Articles, eſpecially 
concerning the Perſons of Father, Son, and 
Fely Ghoſt. But they contend, That the 
Creed which bears the Name of the Apo- 
ſtles, was the Original Creed framed by the 
Apoſtles themſelves, becauſe they Juppaſe 
this Creed doth not aſſert the Son and Ho- 
ly Ghojt, to beeternal and Divine Perſons, 
and therefore they conclude, that the Ma- 
kers of this Creed, either did not know, that 
any other Ferſon but the Father is God, or 
Alminhty, or Maker of Heaven and Earth, 
or they have neglizenily, or wickedly con- 
cealed it. 

'This is a matter ſo neceſſary to be 
cleard, that I ſhall examine theſe two 

things 
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things before I put an end to this Dif- 
courle. | 

1. What Proofs they bring that this 
Creed was framed by the Apoſtles. - 
2. What Evidence they produce, that 
this Creed excludes the Divinity of the 
Son and Holy Ghoſt. 
i. As to the Proofs they bring, that 
this Creed was framed by the Apoſtles, 
We believe the Creed-to be Aprſtofical in 
the ?rue Senſe of it ; but that it was fo 
in that Frame of Words, and Enumerati- 
on of Articles, as it is now receiv'd, hath 
been called in queſtion by ſome Criticks 
' | of great Judgment and Learning, whom 
I have already mentioned. Eraſmusfaith,  . 
He doth not queſtion the Articles being 4- -—— 
poſtolical ; but whether the Apoſtles pat it vil. Tilt, 
thus into Writing, And his chief Argu- 
ment iis from the Yarziety of the Ancient 
Creeds; of which no Account. can be 
» | given fo probable, as .that they were 
= | added Occaſionally in oppoſition to a grow- 
* | ing Herefie. As for Inſtance, the Word 
” | #mpaſible was inſerted with Reſpett tothe 
'» | Father in the ancient Eaſtern Creed, a- 
- | gainſt the DoQrine of Sabe/ius ; but it 
was not in the old Weſtern Creed, And 
© | he argues, That the Apoſtolical Creed end- 
2 | ed with the Holy Ghoſt ; becauſe the 
$ w Nicene 
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Nicene Creed Jid fo. And Yoſſas thinks 
the other Articles which are in Cyril, 
were adyed aſter the Nicene Council ; 
which would not have omitted them, if 
they had been in the former Creed. And 
when there were ſo many Creeds made 
afterwards, it is obſervable, that they do 
all end with the Article of the Foly Ghoſt; 
which they would never have done, in 
ſo jealous a time about Creeds, if they 
had left out any Articles of what was 
thenreceivd for the Apoſtolical Creed. 

The firſt Creed after the Nicexze, which 
made great noiſe in the World, was that 
framed at Antioch ; and that Creed not 
only ends with the Article of the Holy 
Ghoſt; but mentions the Form of Bap- 
tiſm ; and our Saviours commanding his 
Apoſtles to baptize in the Name of the 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; as the Foun- 
dation of the Creed. For it hereby ap- 
pears, that the Pather is true Father, and 
the Son true Son, and the Foly Ghoſt true 
Holy Ghoſt ; not bare Names, but ſach as 
import three diſtinit Subjiſteuces. _ 

For Hilary obſerves, That this Council 
chiefly intendedrooverthrow Sahe/zauiſm, 
and therefore aſſerted tres Subſiſtentium 
Perſonas,as Hilary interprets their mean- 


73: * 7zng,and ſo doth Epiphanias; which was to 


remove 
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remove the Suſpition, that they aſſerted 
only. triplicis vocabuli Unionem ; as Hit 
lary ſpeaks. The next Creed is of the 
Eaſtern Biſhops at Sardica, and that ends 
with the Holy Ghoſt, and ſo do both the 
Creeds at Sirmirm; and the latter calls 
the Article of the Trinity, the cloſe of our 
Faith ; which is always to be kept ac 
cording to our Saviour's command, Go pres op 
teach all Nations, baptizing them in the Edi, ny- 
Name of the Father, Son and Foly Ghoſt, Peri Pai iſ: 


So that in all theſe Creeds, about which © 


there was ſo much heat in the Chriſtian 
Church,there was not theleaſt Objeion; 


that any Articles of the 4poftolical Creed 


were omitted. It is no Argument, That 
there was then no conteſt about theſe Ar- 
ticles; for they were bound to give in an 
entireCreed'; and ſo the Council of 4 
tioch declares, that rhey would publiſh 
the Confeſſion of the Faith of the Charch 
and how could this be, if they left ont 
ſuch Articies which had been always te- 
ceiv'd from the Apoſtles times 2 But cer- 
tainly our nitarians would not atrack 
{uch Men, as Eraſmus, and Yoſſths in a 
matter relating to Antiquity, if rhey had 
not ſome good Arguments 6n their fide. 
Their firſt buſineſs, is to ſhew, that ſome of 
Voffius his Arguments are not concluſtves 
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ſuch as they are, I leave them to any one 
that will compare them with the Anſwers. 
But there are two things they lay weight 
upon. 

xt. That the whole Chriſtian Church Eaſt 
and Veſt, could not have agreed in the 
ſame Creed, as to Number and Order of 
Articles, and manner of Expreſſion, if this 
Creed had not come from the ſame Perſons, 
from whom they recetu'd the Goſpel and the 
Scriptures ; Namely, from the Apoſtles and 
Preachers of C brifflanity. 

2. That it was receiv d by a conſlant Tra- 
dition to have been the Apoſtles ; not a bare 
Oral Tradition, but the Tradition of the 
ancient Commentators upon it. 

Now theſe I confels to be as good Ar- 

uments, as the Matter will bear.; and 
f will no longer conteſt this Point with 
them, provided, that we be allowed to 
make uſe of the fame Arguments; as to 
the ſecond Point ; wherein they under- 
take to prove, That the Apoſtles Creed 
doth exclude the Divinity of the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, What is now become of 
the general Conſent of the Chriſtian Church, 
Baſt and Weſt 2 and of the Commentators 
upon this Creed 2 If the .rgument hold 
good in one Caſe, I hope it will be al- 
lowed to do ſo in the other allo. And 
what 
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what greater Teſtimony can be given of 
ſuch a Conſent of the Chriſtian Church,than 
that thoſe who oppoſed it, have been con- 
demned by it, and that the Church hath 
expreſſed her Senſe of it in Pablick, and 
Private Aits of Devotion , and Divine 
Worſhip, and have defended it as a neceſ- 
fary part of the Chriſtian Faith, againſt 
the Aſhults of I»fidels and Hereticks 2 
So that although the Apoſtles Creed do 
not in expreſs words declare, The Divini- 
ty of the three Perſons in the Unity of the 
Divine Eſſence ; yet taking the Sexſe of 
thoſe Articles, as the Chri/tian Church un- 
derſtood them from the Apoſtles times, 
then we have as iff, and clear Evidence 
of this Doctrine, as we have that we re- 
ceiv'd the Scriptures from them. | 
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CHAP. A. 


The Objeftions againſt the Trinity in 
Point of Reaſon anſwer d. 


| { Aving m the forcgoing Chapters 1n- 

deavour'd to clear rhe DoQrine of 
tne 7rinity from the charge of Contra- 
Aiions, and to prove it agreeable to the 
Senſe-ot Scriptare , and the Primitive 
Charch ; ' | 

I now come in the next place to Exa- 
mine the remaining Objections, 1n point 
of Reaſon ; and thoſe are, 

x. That this D-ASvine is ſaid to be a 
Myſtery, and therefore above Reaſon, and 
we cannot in reaſon be obliged to believe 
any ſuch thing. | 

2. That if we allow any ſuch Myſteries 
of Faith as are above Reaſon, there can be 
no ſtop put to any abſurd DoEtrines, bur 
they may be receiv'd on the ſameGrounds. 

1. As to this Doqtrine being ſaid to be 
above Reaſon, and therefore not to be be- 
liev'd ; we muſt conſider two things ; 

I. What we underſtand by Reaſon ; 

2. What ground in Realon there is, 
to reje&t any Dodarine above it, when it 
is propoſed as a Matter of Faith. 

EM 3, Whai 
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1. What we underſtand by Reaſon. 1 
do not find that our nitarians have ex- 
plained the Nature and Bounds of Reaſon 


.n ſuch manner, as thoſe onght to have 


done, who make it the Rule and Stan- 
dard of what they are to believe. But ſome- 
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times they ſpeak of clear and diſtin Per- yfwer 1 
ceptions, ſometimes of natural Ideas, ſome: my Sermon 
times of congenit Nutions,&c. But a lateF, + f 
Author harh endeavour'd to make amends Rejulvtion, 
ſor this,and takes upon him to make this P- 3: 


matter clear; and tobe ſure to do fo, he 
begins with telling us, That Reaſon is not 


Chriſtians 
Ty not my=- 


the Soul abſtraitedly conſider d; (no doubt fterius, 
of it) But the Soul ailing in a peculiar P: ®. 9 


manner is Reaſon. (And this is a very pecu- 
liar way of explaining r.\ But farther we 
are told, 77 is not the Order or Report (res 
ſpect I ſuppoſe) which 7s naturally between 
all things. (But that implies a Reaſon in 
things.) But the thoughts which the Soul 
forms of things according to it, may pro- 
perly claim that Title, 1, c. ſuch thoughts 
which are agreeable to the Reaſon of 
things are r@aſonable thoughts. This is 
clear and diſtin. And | perfeQtly agree 
with him, That our own Inclinations,or the 
bare Authority of others is not Reaſon. But 
what is it > Fuery one experiences in him- 
ſelf a Power, or Faculty of forming wvari- 
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ous Ideas,or Perceptions of things ; of affirm- 
tnz, or denying according as he ſees them 
to azree or diſagree, and this is Reaſon in 
General. It is not the bare receiving 
Tdeas into the Mind, that is ſtriflly Reaſon, 
( who ever thought it was? ) but the Per- 
ception of the 4greement, or Diſagreement 
of our Ideas in a greater or leſſer Number ; 
wherein ſoever this Agreement or Diſa- 
greement may conſiſt. If the Perception be 
zmmmediate without the Aſſiſtance of any 0- 
ther Idea, this is not call d Reaſon, but 
Self-Evidence : but when the mind makes 
uſe of intermediate Idea's to difcover that 
Agreement cor Diſagreement, this method 
of Knowledge is properly call'd Reaſon or 
Demonſtration. ind ſo Reaſon is defined 
to be that Faculty of the Soul, which dif- 
covers the certainty of any thing dubiggs 
or obſcure, by comparing it with ſomething 
evidently known. 

This is offer'd to the World, as an Ac- 
count of Reaſon ; but to ſhew how very 
looſe, and unlatisfactory it 1s, I deſire it 
may be confider'd that this Doctrine ſup- 
poſes, thar we muſt have Fear and di- 
JStintt Ideas of whatever we pretend to a- 
ny certainty of in our Minds, and that 
the only Way. to attain this certainty, is 
by comparing thele /deas together. Which 
BE Ae £1 þ excludes 
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excludes all certainty of Faith or Reaſon, 
where we cannot have luch clear and di- 
Slinit Ideas. But if there are many things 
of which we may be certain, and yet can 
have no clear and diſtin Ideas of them ; 
if thoſe /deas we have, are too impertec&t 
and obſcure to form our Judgments by ; 
if we cannot find out ſufficient z»terme- 
diate Ideas; then this cannot be the Means 
of Certainty, or the Foundation of Reaſon. 

But I ſhall keep to our preſent Subje; 
and our certainty of it in Point of Rea- 
ſon, depends upon our Knowledge of the 
Nature of Subſtance, and Perſon and 
the Di/tin({ion between them : bur if we 
can have no ſuch clear Ideas in our Minds 
concerning theſe things, as are required 
from Senſation, or Refiedtion ; then, either 
we have no uſe of Reaſon about them, or 
it is inſufficient to paſs any Judgment 
concerning them. 

I. | begin with the Notion of Su4- 
ſtance. Anal have great Reaſon to begin 
with it ; for,according to this Man's Prin- 
ciples their can be no certainty of Reaſon 
at all about it. And fo our new Way of 
Reaſon is advanced ro very good Purpoſe: 
For we may talk and diſpute about Sub- 
Nance, as long as we pleaſe, bur, if his 
Principles of Reaſon be trrue,we can come 
W-- to 
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to no certainty ; ſince we can have no 
clear 1dea in our Minds concerning it, as 
will appear from his own Words; and 
the method he-proceeds in. 

Ciap. I, (1.) He faith, That the Mind receives 
in Ideas two ways. 1. By Intromiſſion of 
the Senſes, as Colours, Figures, Sounds, 
Smells, &&e. 2. By the Souls conſidering 
its own Operations about what it thus gets 

. from without, as knowing, doubting, afſirm- 
inz, denying, QC. E- 

( 2.) That theſe ſimple and diſtin Ideas, 

thus laid up in the great Repoſitory of the 
- Underſtanding are the ſole matter and Foun- 
dation of all our Reaſoning, 

Then it folllows, That we can have zo 
Foudation of Reaſoning, where there can 
be no fuch, [dzas trom Senſation, or 
RAfeltion. ; 

Now this is the Caſe of Sub/tance ; it 
is not intromitted by the Senſes, nor de- 
pends upon the Operations of the Mind ; 
and ſo it cannot be within the compaſs 
of our Reaſon. And therefore I do not 
wonder, that the Gentlemen of this new 
way of reaſoning, have almoſt diſcarded 

Human un. Subſtance out of the reaſonable part of the 

der fon «- World. For they not only tells os, That 

me I. we can have no Idea of it by Senſation or 
Po i Fn : 

ie& 18: Refleftion ; but that nothing is ſignified by 

it, 
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it, only an uncertain Suppoſition of we know 
not what. And theretore it is parallel'd, 


more than once, with the /rdian Philc- CO 


ſophers, He knew not what; which ſuppor- 


ted the Tortoiſe, that ſupported the Ele- Chad. 23. 
phant, that ſupported the Farth ; fo Sub-1** % 


Stance was found out only to ſupport Acci- 
dents. And, that when we talk of Sub- 
ſtances we talk like Children,who being asd 
a Queſtion, about ſomewhat which they know 
not, readily give this ſatisfattory Anſwer, 
that it is Something. 

It this be the trath of the Caſe, we . 
muſt ſtill za/k like Children, and | know 
not how it can be remedied. For, if we 
cannot come at a rational Idea of Sub- 
flance, we can have no Principle of cer- 
tainty to go upon in this Debate. | 

[ do not fay, that we can have a clear 
Idea of Subſtance, either by Senſation or 
Reflexion ; but from hence I argue, that 
this is 2 very inſufficient Diſtribution of 
the /deas neceſſary to Reaſon. For be- 
ſides theſe, there muſt be ſome general 
Ideas, which the mind doth form, nor 
by meer comparing, thoſe Ideas it has got 
from Senſe or Reflettion ; but by forming 
diſtin general Notions of things from 
particular /deas. And among, theſe ge- 
ral Notions , or rational /deas , Sub- 
| ſtance 


{4, 5. 


ſe#. Is, 
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flance is one of the firſt ; becauſe we find 
that we can have no true Conceptions of 
any Modes or Accidents(no matter which) 
but we muſt conceive a Sub/tratum,or Sub- 
*& wherein they are, Since it 15 a Repug- 
nancy to our firſt Conceptions of things, 
that Modes or Accidents ſhould ſubliſt by 
themſelves,and rheretore the Ratzonal [dea 
of Subſtance is one of the firſt,and moſt na- 
tural /deas in our minds. 

But we are ſtill told, That our Ynder- 
flanding can have no other Ideas, but ei- 


L. 2. .1. p hor from Senſation or Reflettion. And that, 


herein chiefly lies the Excellency of man- 
kind, above Brutes, that theſe cannot ab- 
ftratt, and inlarge their Ideas, as men do. 
But how comes the general /dea of Sub- 
ſtance, to be framed in our Minds ? Is 
this by Abſtraiting and inlarging ſimple 
1deas ? No, but it is by a Complication of 
many ſimple Ideas together : becauſe not 


£.2.ch.23. imagining how theſe fimple Ideas car fub- 


fiſt by themſelves, we accuſtom our ſelves to 
ſuppoſe ſome Subſtratum wherein they do 
Subhiſt, and from which they do reſult, which 
therefore we call Subſtance. And is this 
all indeed, that is to be ſaid for the be- 
ing of Subſtance, that we accuftom our ſelves 
zo ſuppoſe a Subſtratum 2 Is that Caſtor 
grounded upon true Reaſon or not ? If _ 
tnen 
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then Accidents or Modes, muſt (ubfſiſt of 
themſelves, and theſe fmple Ideas need 
no 7ortoiſe ro ſupport them : For Figures 
and Colours, &rc. would do well enough 
of themſelves, but tor ſome Fancies men 
have accuſtomed themſelves to. If it be 
grounded on plain and evident Reaſon, 
then we muſt allow an /deaof Subſtance, 
which comes not in -by Sexſation or Re- 
fletion ; and ſo we may be certain of 
ſome things which we have not by thoſe 
Ideas. | 

The Idea of Subſtance, we are told a- 
gain, is nothing but the ſuppoſed; | but un- 
nown ſupport of thoſe (Qualities we find exi= 
ſting, which we imagine cannot ſub/iſt fine re 
ſubſtante which according to the true import 
of the word,is in plain Engliſh, ſtanding un- 
der,or upholding, -But very little weights 
to be laid upon-a bare'Grammatical Ety- 
mology, when the word is uſed in: ano- 
ther Senſe by the beſt Authors, fuch as 
Cicero and Quintilian, who take Subſtance 
for theſame with.. Fence; as Yalahath ,,, -.. 
proved ; and ſothe Greek word imports ; ſpur. Dial, 
but Boethius in tranſlating Ariſtotle's Pre. * 1+<-6. 
dicaments, rather chole-the word Sub{taxce 
as more proper, to expreſs a Compound 
Berng,and re{crved Effence, tor what was 
more ſimple and immaterial. And = 
k 
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this Senſe, Sub/?ance was not applied to 
God but only Efſence, as S. Auguſtin ob- 
ſerves, but afterwards, the names of Sub- 
Jance, and Efſence were promiſcuouſly 
uſed, with reſpet to God and his Crea- 
tures. And do imply, that which makes 
the Real Being, as diſtinguiſhed from 
Modes and Properties, And ſo the Sub: 
ſtance, and Eſſence of a Man are the ſame + 
not being taken for the individual Sub- 
ſtance, which cannot be underſtood with- 
out particular Modes and Properties ; but 
the general Subſtance, or Nature of Man 
abſtractly for all the Circumſtances of 
Perſons. 

And I deſire to know, whether accor- 
divg to true Reaſon, that be not a clear 
1dea of a Man ; not of Peter, James or 
John, but of a Man as ſuch. This is not 
a meer wniverſal Name, or Mark,or Sign ; 
but there 1s as clear and diſtin a Con- 
ception of this-in our Minds, as we can 
have from any ſuch fmple Ideas, as are 
convey'd by our Senſes. I do not deny 
that the 'DiſtinQtion' of particular Sub- 
ſtances, is by the ſeveral Modes and Pro- 
perties of them, (which :they may call a 
Complication of fimple Ideas, if they pleaſe) 
but 1 do aſſert, that the general 1dea, 
which relates to the Eſſence without theſe 

1s 
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is ſo juſt, and true an ea, that without 
it the Complication of Simple Ideas, will 
never give us a right Notion of it. 

I muſt do that right to the ingenious 
Author of the Eſſay of humane Underſtan- 
ding (from whence theſe Notions are bor- 
rowed to ſerve other Purpoſes than he 
intended them) that he makes the Caſe 
of Spiritual,and Corporeal Subſtances to be 
alike, as to their /dea's, and that we have 
as clear a Notion of a Spirit, as we have of 
a Body, the one being ſuppoſed to be the 
Subſtratum 70 thoſe fimple Ideas we have My _—_ 
from without, and the other of thoſe Opera- " 
tions we find within our ſelves. And that 
it is as rational to affirm, there'ts no Body, 
becauſe we cannot know its Eſſence, as *tis 
called, or have no Idea of the Subſtance of 
Matter ; as to ſay, there is no Spirit, be- 
cauſe we know not its Eſſence, or ,have no 
1dea of a Spiritual Subſtance. 6p. 

From hence it follows, That we may | 
be certain, that there are 'both Spiritual , 
and Bodily Subſtantes, although. we . can 
have no clear and diſtin Ideas of them.But, 
if ourReaſon depend upon our c/ear and di- 
ftinft 1dea's; how is this poſſible? We can- 
not reaſon without clear 7dea's,and yet we 
may be certain without them : Can we 
be certain without Reaſon 2 Or doth our 

Reaſon 
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Reaſon gives us true Notions of things, 
without theſe /dea's 2 If it be (o, this new 
Hypothefis about Reaſon muſt appear to 
be very unreaſonable. 

Let usſuppoſe this Principle to be true, 
That the ſimple Ideas by Senſation or Re- 
fletion, are the ſole Matter and Founda- 
tion of all our Reaſoning : I ask then, how 
we come to be certain that there are Sp- 
ritual Subſtances in the World, ſince we 
can have no clear and diſtin Ideas con- 
cerning them 2 Can we be certain with- 
out any Foundation of Reaſon > This is a 
new ſort of Certainty, for which we do 
not envy theſe Pretenders to Reaſon. But 
methinks they ſhould not at the fame 
time aſſert the abſolute neceſſiry of rheſe 
Tdeas to our knowledge, and declare that 
we may have certain Knowledge without 
them. If there be any other method, 
they overthrow their own Principle ; if 
there be none, how come they to any 
Certainty,, that thefeare both Bodly and 
Spiritual Subſtances? 

As to theſe latter (which is my- buſt- 
neſs) I muſt enquire farther, how they 
come to know that there are ſuch. The 
Anſwer 7s by Self-Reflettion on thoſe Powers 
we find in our ſelves, which cannot come 
from a mere Bodily Subſtance. | allow 

; the 
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the Reaſon to be very good, but the 
Queſtion  askis, wherher this Argument 
be from the clear and diſtin Idea or not? 
We have Ideas in our ſelves of the ſeveral 
Operations of our Minds of Knowing, Wil- 
ling, Conſidering, &c. which cannot come 
from a Bodily Subſtance. Very true; but 
is all rhis contained in the ſimple Idea of 
theſe Operations > How can that be, when 
the ſame Perſons lay, that notwichſtand- 
ing their 7deas it 1s poſſible for Matter to 


24t 


Think. For it is faid, That we have the Humane 


Ideas of Matter and Thinking, But poſſibly 
ſhall never be able to know, whether-any 


Underfſt, 
I. 4» ch, 3. 


mere material Being thinks or not; it being Se. 6:2; 
impoſſible for as by the Contemplation of onar Ed, p.310» 


own Ideas, without Revelation to diſcover 
whether Omiipotency hath not given to ſome 
Syſtems of Matter, fitly diſpiſed;, a Power 
zo perceive or think. Tf this be true, then 
for all that we can know by our [deas of 
Matter and Thinking, Matter may have 
a Power of Thinking: and if this hold, 
then it is impoſſible to prove a Spiritual 
Subſtance in us, from the 1dea of Think- 
}ng: For how can we be aſſured by our 
Ideas, That God hath not given ſuch a 
Power of Thinking, to Matter fo diſpoſed 
as our Bodies are? Eſpecially ſince it is 
faid; That in reſpect of our Notions, it is not 

R much 
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Chap. 23. ug 
jeg. 15. the Complex Idea of a Spirit, How can. 


A Vindication of 


much more remote from our C omprehenfion 
to conceive that God can,if he pleaſes, ſuper- 
add to our Idea of Matter a Faculty of 
Thinking, than that he ſhould ſuper-add to 
it another Subſtancewith a Faculty of Think- 
ing. Whoever aflerts this,can never prove 
a Spiritual Subſtance in us, trom a Faculty 
of Thinking ; becauſe he cannot know 
from the 1dea of Matter and Thinking, that 
Matter ſo diſpoſed cannot Think. - And 
he cannot be certain that God hath not 
framed the Matter of our Bodies, ſo as 
to be capable of it. | 

It is (aid indeed elſewhere, That 7t zs 
repugnant to the Idea of Senſleſs Matter, 
that it ſhould put into it ſelf Senſe, Per- 
ception and K nowledge : But this doth not 
reach the preſent Caſe; which is not what 
Matter can do of it ſelf, but what Matter 
prepared by an Qmnipotent hand can do. 
And what certainty can we have that he 
hath not done it? We can have none from 
the Ideas; for thoſe are given up in this 
Caſe; and conſequently, we can have 
no certainty upon theſe Principles, whe- 
ther we have any Spiritual Subſtance with- 
in us or not. | 

Buc we are told, 7hat from the Opera- 
tions of our Minds, we are able to frame 


that 
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that be, when we cannot from thoſe 7deas 
be aſſured, but that thoſe Operations 
may come from a material Subſtance. If 
we frame an /dea on ſuch Grounds, it is 
at moſt but a poſſible 1dea; tor it may be 
otherwite; and we can have no aſſurance 
from our Ideas, that it is not: So that 
the moſt men may come to in this way 
of 1dea's is, That it is poſſible it may be 
fo, and it is poſſible it may not; but that 
it is impoſlible for us from our [deas, to 


determine either way. And is not this 


an admirable Way to bring us to a cer- 
tainty of Realon? | 
lam very glad to find the Idea of a 
Spiritual Subſtance made as conſiſtent, and 
intelligible, as that of a Corporeal; for as 
the one conſiſts of a Coheſion of ſolid Parts, 
and the Power of communicatins Motion 
by impulſe, ſo the other conſiſts in a Power 
of Thinking, and Willing, and moving the 
Body; and that the Coheſion of ſolid Parts, 
is as hard to be conceived as Thinking; and 
we are as much in the dark about the Power 
of communicating Motion by impulſe, as in 
the Power of exciting Motion by thought. 
Ve have by daily experience ciear Fuidence 
of Motion produced, both by Impulſe aud by © , _. 
Thought, but the manner how, hardly comes * © 
within our Comprehenſica; we are equally at 
a loſs in both; R z From 
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From whence it follows, That we may 
be certain of the Being of a Spirztual 
S»btance, although we have no clear and 
d:ſtinit Idea of it, nor are able to compre- 
hend the manner of its Operations : And 
therefore it is a vain thing in any to 
pretend, that all our Reaſon and Cer- 
tainty is founded on clear and diſtin 
Hdeas; and that they have Reaſon to re- 
j-&t any Doctrine which relates to Spirz- 
taal Subſtances, becauſe they cannot com- 
prehend the manner of it. For the fame 
thing is confeſſed by the moſt inquiſitive 
Mcn, about the manner of Operation, 
both in material, and immaterial Subſtan- 
ces. Ir isaffirmed, That the very Not on 
of Body, implies, ſomething wvery hard, if 
not impoſſible to be explained, or underſtood 
by us; and that the natural Conſequence of 
it, viz. Divifibility; involves us in Diffi- 
calties impoſſible to be explicated, or made 
conſiſtent. That we have but ſome few Su- 
perficial Ideas of things ; that we are de- 
ſtitute of Faculties, to attain to the true 
Nature of them? and that when we do that, 
we fall preſently into Darkneſs, and Obſcu- 
rity; and can diſcover nothing farther, but 

our own Blindneſs and Ignorance. 
Theſe are very fair and ingenuous 
Confeſſions of the ſhortneſs of humane 
Under- 


on. SS, 
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Underſtanding, with reſpe& to the Na- 
ture and Manner of ſuch things, which we 
are molt certain of the Being of, by con- 
ſtant and undoubted Experience. I ap- 
peal now to theReafon of mankind, whe- 
ther 1t can be any reafonable Foundation 
for rejefing a Doctrine propoſed to us, 
as of Divine Revelation, becauſe we can- 
not comprehend the manner of it; eſpe- 


Our Idea of God is framed from the 
Complex Ideas of thoſe Perfeilions we 
find in our ſelves, but enlarging them 
fo, as to make them ſuitable to an in- 
finite Being, as Knowledge, Power, Durati- 


theſe which we aſcribe to the Soveraign Be= 
ing, are all boundleſs and infinite. Por it 
is infinity, which joyned to our Ideas of 
Exiſtence, Power, Knowledge, &c. makes 
that Complex Idea, whereby we repreſent 
to our ſelves the beſt we can, the Supreme 
Being. 

Now, when our Knowledge of groſs 
material Subſtances is ſo dark ; when the 
Notion of Spiritual Subſtances is above 
all Ideas of Senſation ; when the higher 
any Subſtance is, the more remote trom 
our Knou ledge ; but eſpecnlly when the 


R 3 very 
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cially, when it relates to the Divine El g,g, 4, 
ſence. For as the fame Author obſerves, 34, 35: 


on, &c. And the Dezrees or Extent of 5e8, 36. 
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very Idea of a Supreme Bing implies 
its being Infinite, and Incomp: ehenſible, 
I know not whether it argues more Stu- 
pidity, or Arrogance to expoſe a Doctrine 
relat ng to the Divine Eſſence, becauſe 
they cannot comprehend the manner of 
it. But of this more afterwards. I am 
yet upon the Certainty of our Reaſon, 
from clear and diſtint 7deas: and it we 
can attain to Certainty without them,and 
where it 15 confeſſed we cannot have 
them; as about Sub/ances: then theſe can- 
not be the ſole Matter and Foundation of 
our Reaſoning, which is ſo peremptorily 
aſſerted by this late Author. 

But I go yet farther: and as I have al- 
ready ſhew'd, we can have no certainty 
of an Tmmaterial Subſtance within us, from 
theſe /imple 1deas; to I ſhall now ſhew, 
that there can be no ſufficient Evidence, 
brought from them by their own Con- 
feſſion, concerning the Exi/tence of the 
moſt Spiritual and infinite Subſtance, even 
God himſelf. 

We are told, That the Evidence of it 
zs equal to Mathematical Certainty; and 
very good Arguments are brought to 


prove it, in a Chapter on purpole: but 


that which I take notice of is, that the 
Argument from the clear and diſtinit Idea 


of 
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of God is paſſed over. How can this be 
conſiſtent with deducing our Certainty of 
Knowledge from clear and ſimple Ideas? | 
do not go about to juſtifie thoſe, who /ay 
the whole ſtreſs upon that Foundation; which 
l grant to be too weak to ſupport ſo im- 
portant a Tiuth; and that tho(e are very 
much to blame, who go about to invali- 
date other Arguments for the ſake of that ; 
bur I doubt all this talk about clear aud 
diſtinct Illeas, beins made the Foundation 
of Certainty, came Originally trom thoſe 
Diſcourtes, or Meditations, which are 
aimed at. The Author of them was an 
ingenious, Thinking man, and he endea- 
vour'd to lay the Foundations of Certain- 
ty, as well as he could. The firſt thing 
he found any certainty in, was his own 
Exiſtence; which he founded upon the 
Perception of the Acts of his Mind, which 
ſome call an /rternal, infallible Perception 
that we are. From hence he procceded, 
to enquire, how he came by this Certain- 
ty, and he reſolved it into this, that he 
had a clcar and diftin& Perception ot it ; 
and trom hence he form:d his general 
Rule, That what he had a clear and di- 
ftinck Perception of was true. Which 1n 


Reaſon ought to go no farther, than where 


there is the like Degree of Evidence : for 
R 4 ths 
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the Certainty here, was not grounded on 
the clearnels of the Percepron, but on the 
Plainneſs oft the Evidence which is of that 
Nature,that the very Doubting of it proves 
It; fince it 1s impoſſible, that any thing 
ſhould doubr or quettion its own Being; 
thar had it not, So that ljere 1t 1s nor 
the Clearneſs of the Idea, but an imme- 
diate Act of Perception, which 15 the true 
ground of Certainty. And this cannot 
extend to things without our ſelves; of 
wich we can have no other Perception, 
than what is cauſed by the Imprcſſi»ns of 
outward objets. But whether we are 
to judge according to thole Impreſſions, 
goth not depend on the Jdeas them- 
ſelves, but upon the Exerciſe of our Judg- 
ment and Reaſon about them, which put 
the D.ftcerence between true and falſe, and 
adequate, and inadequate Ideas. So that 
our Certainty isnot trom the /deas them- 
ſelves, but from the Evidence of Reaſon, 
that thoſe 7deas are true, and juſt, and 
conſequently that we may build our Cer- 
tainty upon them. 

But tke /dea of an infinite being hath 
this peculiar to it, that neceſſary Exi- 
ſtence is implied in it. This is a clear 
and diſtinft Idea, and yet it is denied, that 
this doth prove the Exiſtence of God. 
phy _”” _ How 
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How then can the Grounds of our Cer- 
rainty ariſe from clear and diſtinit Ideas; 
when in one of the cleareſt Ideas of our 
Minds we can come to no Certainty by 
it? | donot ſay, That it is 4enied to prove 
it; but this is ſaid, That it is a doubtful 
thing from the different make of Mens Tems g,g, ,, 
pers and Application of their thoughts. 
What can this mean, unleſs it be to let 
us know,that even clear and diſtintt Ideas, 
may loſe their Eile& by the difference of 
mens Tempers and Studies; fo that, be- 
ſides 1deas, in order to a right Judgment, 
a due Temper and Application of the 
mind 15 required. 

And wherein is this different from 
what all men of Underſtanding have ſaid ? 
Why then ſhould thele clear and /mple 
Tdeas be made the fole Foundation of Rea-. 
ſon > One would think by this, that theſe 
Ideas would preſently fatisfie mens Minds, 
if they attend to them. But even this 
will not do, as to the /dea of an infinite 
Bering. It is not enough to ſay, They wif 
not examine how far it will hold : tor they 
ought either to ſay, that it doth hold, or 
give up this Ground of Certainty from 
clear and diſtin Ideas, 

But inſtead of the proper Argument $eg. 6. 

from Jdeas, we are told, That from the 
| '_ Conſides 
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Conſideration of our ſelves, and what we 
find in oar own Conſtitutions, our Reaſon 
leads us to the Knowledge of this certain 
and evident T, ruth : that there is an eter- 
ual, moſt powerful, and meſt knowing Being. 
All which I readily yield; but we ſee 
plainly the Certainty is not placed in 
the /dea, but in good and ſound Reaſon 
from the Confideration of our ſelves and our 
Conſtitutions, What! in the Idea of our 
Selves> No certainly; for let our /dea 
be taken which way we pleate, by Sex- 
ſation or Refletion, vet it is not the 7dea 
that makes us certain, but the Argument 
from that which we perceive in, and about 
our velves. 

But we find in our ſelves Perception and 
Knowledge. It's very true; but how doth 


- this prove that there is a God? Is it from 


the clear and diſtinct Idea of it. No, but 
from this Argument : That either there 
muſt have been a knowing Being from Eter- 
nity, or an unknowing ; for ſomething muſt 
hate been from Eternity : but if an unkuows- 
ing, then it was impoſſitle there ever ſhould 
have been any knowledge ; it being as im- 
poſſible, that a thing without knowledge 
ſhould produce it, as that a Triangle ſhould 
make it ſelf three Angles bigger than two 
right ones. Allowing the Argument to be 
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good, yet it 15 not taken from the 7dea, 
bur trom Principles of true Reaſon; as 
That no man can doubt his own Percep- 
tion; that every thing muſt have a Caule, 
that this Cauſe muſt either have Know- 
ledge or not: if it have, the Point is gained; 
if it hath not, nothing can produce no- 
thing; and conſequently, a not knowing 
Being cannot produce a knowing. 
Again, If we ſuppoſe nothing to be firſt, Se8. to. 
Matter can never begin to be; if 
Matter without Motion eternal, Motion can 
never begin to be; if Matter and Motion 
be (: uppoſed Eternal, Thought can never be- 
gin to be. For, if Matter could produce 
thourht, then Thought mull be in the power 
of Matter; and if it be in Matter as 
ſach, it muſt be the inſeparable Projerty of 
all Matter ; which is contrary to the Senſe 
and Experience of Mankind. If only ſome 
parrs of Matter have a power of Thinking, 
how comes ſogreat a difference in the Pro- 
perties of the ſame Matter > What diſpoſt- 
tion of Matter is required to think ing ? And 
from whence comes it 2 of which no account 
can be given in Reaſon. 

This is the Subſtance of the Argument 
uſed, to prove an infinite ſpiritual Be.ng, 
which I am far from weakning the force 
of; but that which [ delign, is ro thew, 

Tat 
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That the Certainty of it is not placed up- 
on any clear and diſtinit Ideas, but upon 
the force of Reaſon diſtin from it, which 
was the thing I intended to prove. 

2. The next thing neceſlary to be 
cleard in this Diſpute is, the Di/tinton 
between Nature and Perſon, and of this 
wecan have no clear and dj/tinit Idea from 
Senſation or Refleftion. And yet all our 
Notions of the Doqtrine of the Trinity, 
depend upon the right underſtanding of 
it, For we muſt talk unintclligibly a- 
bout this Point, unleſs we have clear and 
diſtin Apprehenſions concerning Nature 
and Perſon, and the grounds of /ndentity 
and Di/tinion. But that theſe come not 
into our Minds by theſe /imple Ideas of 
Senſation and Refleftion, I ſhall now make 
it appear ; 

1. As to Nature, That is ſometimes 
taken for the Eſſential Property of a thing, 
as when we fay, that ſuch a thing is of 
a different Nature from another, we 
mean no more than that it is difierenced 
by ſuch Properties as come to our Know- 
ledge. Sometimes Nature is taken for the 
Thing it ſelf in which thoſe Properties are ; 
and fo Ariſtotle took Nature tor a Corpo- 
real Subjtance, which had the Principles of 
Motion in it ſelf: but Natare and Subſtance 

are 
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are of an equal extent; and fo that which 
is the Subjed of Powers, and Properties 
is the Nature, whether it be meant of 
Bodily or Spiritual Subſtances. I grant, 
that by Senſation and Refleftion we come 
to know the Powers and Properties of 
Things; but our Reaſon is ſatisfied, that 
there muſt be ſomething beyond theſe; 
becauſe it is impoſſible that they ſhould 
{ubſiſt by themſelves. So that the Na- 
ture of things properly belongs to our 
Reaſon, and not to meer 1deas. 

But we muſt yet proceed farther. For, 
Nature may be conlider'd two ways. 

x. As it 1s in diſtin Individuals, as 
the Nature of a Man is equally in Peter, 
Fames, and John; and this is the common 
Nature with a particular Subſiſtence pro- 
per to each of them. For the Nature of 
man, as in Peter, is diſtin from that ſame 
Nature, as it is in Fames and Fohn; other- 
wiſe, they would be but ove Perſon, as 
well as have the ſame Nature. And this 
Diſtinions of Perſons in them is diſcern- 
ed both by our Senſes, as to their different 
Accidents; and by our Reaſon, becauſe 
they have aſeparate Exiſtence; not coming 
into 1t at once and in the ſame manner. 

2. Nature may be conſider'd Abſtrated- 
ly, without reſpect to individual —_ 

an 
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and then it makes an entire Notion of it 
ſelf. For however, the fame Nature may 
be in difterent Individuals, yet the Nature 
in it ſelf remains-one and the fame : 
which appears from this evident Reaſon; 
that otherwiſe every Individual muſt 
make a difterent kind. 

Let us now ſee, how far theſe things 
can come from our /mple Ideas, by refle- 
ion and Senſation. And I ſhall lay down 
the Zyporhefis of thoſe, who reſolve our 
Certainty into /deas, as plainly, and intelli- 
.gibly, as I can. 

1. We are told, That all (imple Tdeas 
are true and adequate. Net, that they are 
the true Repreſentations of things without 
us; but that they are the true Ffetts of 
ſuch Powers in them, as produce ſuch Sen- 
fations within us. So that really we can 
underſtand nothing certainly by them, 
but the Ffetts rhey have upon us. 

2. All our Ideas of Subſtances are im- 
perfeit and inadequate ; becauſe they re- 
fer to the real Eſſences of things, of which 
we are Ignorant, and no man knows what 
Subſtance is in it ſelf: And they are all 
falſe, when look'l on as the Repreſentations 
of the unknown Fſſences of things. 

3 Abſtratt Ideas are only general Names, 


made by ſeparating Circumſtances of m_ 
an 
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and place, &c. from them, which are only 
the Inventions, and Creatures of the Under- 
ſtanding. 

4 Eſſence may be taken two ways. 't. For | 
the real, internal, unknown Conſtitutions as \: [#-1s, 
things, and in this Senſe it 1s underſtood of 
to particular things. 2. For the abſtraft 
Idea, and one is ſaid to be the Nominal, 
the other the Real Eſſence. And the Nomi- g,g 
nal Ffſenies only are immutable ; and are 10. 
helps to enable Men to conſider things, and 
to diſcourſe of them. 

But rwo things are granted, which tend 
to clear this Matter. 

1. That there is a Real Eſſexce, which 

1s the Foundation of Powers and Proper- 
Hes. | 
2. That we may know theſe Powers and 
Properties, although we are ignorant of 
the Real Eſſence. 

From whence inferr. 

r. That from thoſe true and adequate 
Ideas, which we have of the Modes and 
Properties of Things, we have ſufficient 
certainty of the Real Eſſence of - them ; 
For thele /deas are allow'd to be true ;; 
and either bv chem we may judge of the 
truth of thiops; or we can make no 
Judgmeat at all of any thing without our 
(elves, | 

If 
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If our 7deas be only the EffeAs we feel 
of the Powers of things without us; yet 
our Reaſon mult be ſatisfied, that there 
could be no ſuch Powers, unleſ; there 
were ſome real B-ings which had them. 
So that either we may be certain by thoſe 
Effects of the real Being of Things; or 
it 1s not poſlible, as we are framed, to 
have any certaihty at all of any thing 
without our ſelves. 

2. That from the Powers and Proper- 
ties of things which are knowable by us, 
we may know as much of the internal 
Eſſence of Things, as thoſe Powers and 
Properties diſcover. I do not ſay, That 
we can know all Eſſences of things alike; 
nor thar we can attain to a perfect un- 
derſtanding of all that belong to them : 
butif we can know ſo much, as that there 
are certain Beings 1n the World, endued 
with ſuch di/tint Powers and Properties, 
what is it we complain of the want of, 
1n order to our Certainty of Things ? But 
we do not ſee the bare Eſſence of things. 
What is that hare Eſſence without the 
Powers and Properties belonging to it ? 
It is that internal Conſtitution of things 
from whence thoſe Powers and Properties 
flow. Suppoſe we be ignorant of this (as 
we are like to be, for any a" 

that: 
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that have been yet made, that is a good 
Argument to prove the uncertainty of 
Philolophical Speculations about the Real 
Eſſences of things ; bur it is no prejudice 
to us, who enquire aiter the Cerrarnty of 
ſach Eſſences. For although we cannot 
comprehend rhe interna! Frame, or Con- 
ftitution of things, nor in what manner 
they do flow from the Subſtance; yet by 
them we certainly know that there are 
ſuch Effences, and that they are diſtin- 
guiſhed from each other by their Powers 
and Propertres, 

3- The Eſſences of things as they are 
Enowable by us, have a Reality in them: 
For they are founded on the zatnral Com 
ſlitution of things. And however the ab- 
ftra# Ideas are the work of the Mind ; 
yet they are not - meer Creatures of the 
Mind; as appears by an inſtance produ- 
ced of the Eſſence of the Sun, being in one 
fingle. Individual ; in which Cale it is 
granted, That the Idea may be ſo abſtrad- 
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Book 3, 


Chap. 6, 


ed, that more Suns might agree in it, anll 5:8, 1, 


it is as much a Sort as if there were as ma- 
ny Suns as there are Stars. So that here 
we have a Real Eſſence ſubſiſting in one 
Individual, but capable of being multi- 
plied into more, and the fame Eſſence re- 
maining. Bur in = one Sun there is a 


Real 
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Real Eſſence, and not a meer Nomznal or 
abſtracted Eſſence : but ſuppoſe there were 
more Suns; would not each of them have 
the Real Eſſence of the Sun? For what 1s 
ir makes the fecond Sun to be a true 
Sun, but having the ſame Rea/ Eſſence 
with the firſt 2 If it were but a Nominal 
Eſſeace, then the ſecond would have no- 
thing but the Name. 

Therefore there muſt be a Real Eſſence 
in every individual of the ſame kind; 
for that alone is it, which makes it to be 
what it 1s. Peter, and James, and Fohn, 
are all true and real Men ; but what 1s 
it which makes them fo 2 ls it the attri- 
buting a general Name to them 2? No cer- 
tainly,but that the true and Real Eſſence of 
a Man is in every one of them. And we 


muſt be as certain of this, as we are that 


they are Men; they take their Denomi- 
nation of being Men from that common 
Nature, or Eſſence which is in them. 

4. That the general Idea is not made 
from the ſimple /deas by the meer 'a&t of 
the Mind abſtraQting from Circumſtan- 
ces, but from Reaſon and Conſideration 
of the true Nature of things. For, when 
we ſee fo many /ndividuals, that have the 
ſame Powers and Properties, we thence 
inier, that there muſt be ſomething com- 
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mon to all, which makes them of oxe 
tind : and if the difference of Kinds be 
real, that which makes them of one kind 
and not of another, muſt not be a Nomzral, 
but Real Eſſence. And this difference 
doth not depend upon the comp/ex [deas 
of Subſtance , whereby Men arbitrarily 
joyn Modes together in their Minds; for 
ler them miſtake in the Complication of 
their 1deas, either in leaving out, or put- 
ting in what doth not belong to them,and 
let their Ideas be what they pleaſe ; the 
Real Eſſence of a Man, and a Horle, anda 
Tree, are juſt what they were: and ler 
their Nominal Eſſences difler never ſo much, 
the Real common Eſſence, or Nature of the 
ſeveral Kinds arenot at all alter'd by them. 

And theſe Real Eſſences are unchangea- 
ble : For, however there may happen 
ſome variety in Individuals, by particu- 
lar Accidents, yet the Eflences of Men, 
and Horles, .and Trees remain alwaysthe 
fame; becauſe they do not depend on the 
Jdeas of 'Men, but on the Will of the 
Creator, who hath made leveral ſorts of 
Beings. | 

2. Let us now come to the 1dea of a 
Perſon. For, although the common Na- 
ture in mankind be the ſame, yet we ſee 

a difference in the ſeveral Individualsfrom 
| | 9 2 one 


259 


OT. CO I 


CT EO OED ED IT IT OT ov OO ure Ia nn on 9 oO 


260 


A Vindication of 


one another : So that Peter and James, 
and Fohn are all of the ſame kind ; yet 
Peter is not James, and James is not 
John. But what is this diſtinion found- 
ed upon ? They may be diſtinguiſhed 
from each other by our Senſes, as to dif- 
ference of Features, diſtance of Place, &c. 
but rhar is not all ; for ſuppoſing there 
were no ſuch external difference ; yet 
there is 2 difference between them, as ſe- 
veral Individuals in the ſame common 
Nature. And here lies the true /dea of a 
Perſon, which ariſes trom that manner of 
Subſiſtence which is in one Individual, and 
is not Communicable to another, An J#- 
dividual, intelligent Subſtance,is rather ſup- 
poſed to the making of a Perſon, than the 
proper Definition of it ; for a Perſon re- 
lates to ſomething whichdoth diſtinguiſh 
it from another nteligent Subſtance in 
the ſame Nature; and therefore the Foun- 
dation of it hes in the peculiar manner 
of Subſiſtence, which agrees to one, and 
to none elle of the Rind ; and this is it 
which is called Perſonality. | 
But how do our fimple Ideas help us 
out in this Matter? Can we learn from 
them, the difference of Nature and Perſon? 
We may underſtand the difference be- 
tween ab/traffed Ideas, and particular Be 
| ings, 
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i0gs, by the Impreſſions of outward Ob- 
jets; and we. may find an Intelligent 


Subſtance in our ſelves by -inward Percep- 


tion ; but whether that make a Perſon or 
ot, muſt be underſtood ſome other Way; 
for, if the meer Intelligent Subſtance 


makes a Perſon, then there cannot be 


the Union of two Natures, but there muſt 
be two Perſons. 3 
: Therefore a Perſon is a compleat [ntel- 


ligent Subſtance, with a peculiar manner 


of Subſiſtence,; fo that-if it be a part.of 


| another Subſtance, it is no Perſon ; and. 


on this account the Soul is no Perſon, be- 


cauſe it makes up an entire Being by its 


Union with the Body. | 

But when we ſpeak of Finite Sub/tax- 
ces and Perſons, we are certain - that di- 
ſtint Perſons do imply diſtin& Sub- 
ſtances, becauſe they have a diſtin&t and 
ſeparate Exiſtence ; but this will not hold 
in an infinge Subſtance, where neceſſa- 
ry Exiſtence doth belong to the /dea of 
it. And although the Argument from 


-Ithe /dea of God, . may not be lufficient of 


it ſelf to prove his Being; yet it will hold. 
8s.to the excluding any thing from him, 
which is inconſiſtent with neceſſary Exi-, 
fence ; therefore, if we ſuppole a Diſtin- 
Riva of Perſons in the ſame Divine Na- 
| S 3 ture, 
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ture, ir muſt bein a way:.agrecable to 
the infinite Perfedtions of it. And no 
objeQion can be taken from the /dea of 
God, to overthrow. a Trinity of Co-ext 
ſting Perſons in the. ſame Divine. Eſſence, 
For neceſſary Exiſtence doth' imply a Co 
exiftence of the Divine Perſons; and the 
Unity of the Divine Eſſence, thar there can- 
not be tuch a Cifterence of individual Sub. 
SFances, as there is among mankind. But 
theſe things 'are ſaid to be” above our Rea- 
ſon, 'if not contrary to it, ;and even ſuch 

are ſaid to be repugnant to our Religion. 
2.” That rhefefore is the next thing to 
be carefully Examin'd, whether Myf7eries 
of Faith, or Matters of ''Revelation 4- 
bove our Reaſen, are to be tejeRed by us, 
And a Thing is faid to be above 'onr Rea: 
fon, when wecan have noclear and dit ind 
Idea of it in our Minds: And,>7%hat if we 
bave no Ideas of a thing, it'is certainly but 
loft labour for us to'trouble our ſebves about 
#; and that, if ſuch -Dodtrines" be propts 
brine; fed which we cannot under#tand, we mu#t 
i» mt #98, have new Powers, and Organs for the Pers 
P. 259. ception of them, ' (04 03 112 3 
. We are far from defending Contradifti- 
ons to our natural Notions (of which [| 
have ſpoken already) but that which we 
are now upon is, whether any Doctrine 
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may be rejeted, when it is offer'd as a 
Matter of Faith upon this account, that 
it is above our Comprehenſion, or that 
we can have no clear /dea of it in our 


Minds. And this late Author hath under- 


taken to prove, That there is nothing ſo 
Myſterious. or above Reaſon in the Goſpel 
- To be above Reaſon, he ſaith, may be un- 
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derſtood two ways. 1. For a thing Intelli-P. 67. 


gible in it ſelf, but cover d with figurative 
and. myſtical Words. 2. For a thing in its 
own Nature unconceivable, and not to be 
judged of by our Faculties, tho' it be never 


fo clearly revealed. This in either Senſe 


ts the ſame with Myſtery. And from thence 
he takes occaſion to ſhew his Learning 
about the Gentile Myſteries, and Eccleſta- 
ftical Myſteries, which might have been 
ſpared in this Debate, but only for the Pa- 
rallel aimed at between them}as ro Prieſt- 
craft 'and Myſteries; without which a 
Work of this nature would want its due 
reliſh with his good Chriſtian Readers. 
Others we ce have their My/teri#s too ; 
but the Comforr is, that they are fo eaſt- 
ly underſtood and ſeen through; as when 
the Heathen Myſteries, are faid,” to have 


been inſtituted at firſt in Commemoration of 


ſome remarkable Accidents, or to the He p .,, 


nour of ſome great Perſons that obliged the 
. S 4 World 
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World by their Vertuey and uſeful Inrven- 
tions to pay them ſuch Acknowledgments. 
He muſt be very dull that doth not un- 
derſtznd the meaning of this; and yet 
this Man pretends to vindicate Chri/{a- 
ity from being Myfterious. 

But there are ſome, he ſaith, that being 
ſtrongly inclined out of Ignorance, or Paſ-' 
fion to maintain what was firſt introduced 
by the Craft or Superſtition of their Fore- 
fathers, will have ſome Chriſtian Dodtrines 
to be ſlill Myſteries in the ſecond Senſe of 
the Word; that is, unconceiveable in them- 
ſelves, however clearly revealed. | hope 


there axe ſtill ſome, who are fo throughly 


perſwaded of the Chriitian Dodrine, that 
they dare own and defend ir, notwith- 
ſtanding all the Flouts and Taunts of a 
ſort of Men, whoſe Learning and Reaſon 
lies moſt in expoſing Prieſt-craft, and 
Myſteries. Suppoſe there are ſuch {till 
in the World, who own their Aſlent to 
ſome DoQtrines of Faith, which they con- 
feſs to be above their Comprehenſion, 
what mighty Reaſon, and invincible De- 
monſtration is brought againſt them? He 
pretends zo Demonſtrate; but what I 
pray 2 The Point in-hand 2 No. But he 
will Demonſtrate ſomething inſtead of it? 
What is that > Why truly, That in the 
Es Er | Nww 


the Dofrine of the 'Trinity. 
New Teſtament Myſtery is always uſed in 
the firſt Senſe of the Word, And what 
then? D»th i therefore follow, that there 
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are no Doqtines in the Goſpel above the 


reach and comprehenſion of our Reaſon ? 
But how doth it appear, that the Word 
Myſtery is always uſed in that Senſe ? 
When S. Paw faith in his firſt Epiſtle to 
T emothy, Chap. 3. v. 9. That the Deacons 
muſt hold the Myſtery of Faith in a pure 
Conſcience ; doth he not mean there- 


by the ſame with the form of found 


Words, which Timothy had heard of him, 
2 Tim. 1. 13. And are not all the main 
Articles of the Chriſtian Faith compre- 
hended under it? Eſpecially that where- 


into they were Baptized, in the Name. of 


the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt : and if 
the DoQrine of the Trinity were under- 
ſtood by this Form, as-I have already 
proved, then this muſt be a part of the 
Myſtery of Faith. And in the ſame Chap- 
ter, v, 16. He makes God manifeſt in the 
Fleſh, the firſt part of the Myſtery of God- 
lineſs. If it extends to all the other 
things, doth it exclude this, which is the 
firſt mention'd > (And that our Copies 
are true, is already made to appear.) 
There is no Reaſon therefore to quarrel 
with our Uſe of the Word My/ery m n_ 
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Senſe; but the Debate doth not depend 
upon the Word, but upon the Senſe of it. 

And therefore [ paſs over all that re- 
lates to the bare uſe of the Word, as not 
coming up to the main Point ; which is, 
Whether any Point of Doctrine, which 
contains in it ſomething above our Com- 
prehenfion can be made a Matter of Faith 3 

For our Author concludes from his 
Obſervations, That Faith is ſo far from 
being an implicit Aſſent to any thing above 
Reaſon, that this Notion direfly contra- 
ditts the eud of Religion, the Nature of 
a, and the Goodneſs and Wiſdom of 

But we muſt not be frighted with this 
bold Conclufton, till we have Examin'd his 
Prewiſes ; and then we ſhall find, that 
ſome who are not great Readers,are no deep 
Reaſowers. The fir(t thing he premiſes 1s, 
That nothiug can be ſaid to be a Myſtery, 
becauſe we have not an adequate [dea of it, 
or 4 diftintt View of all its Properties at 
once, for then every thing would be a My- 
fery. What is the meaning of this, but 


that we cannot have an adequate Idea of 


any thing ? And yet all our Reaſon de- 
perids upon our /deas according to him, 
and gur clear and diſtintt Ideas are by him 
made the ſole Foundation of Reaſon. All 

our 
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our /imple 7deas are ſaid to be adequate,be- 
cauſe they are ſaid to be only the Effeds of 
Powers in things which produce Senſations 
## us. But this doth not prove them ade- 
gaate as to the things,but only as toour Per- 
__ But as to Subſtances we are told, 

hat all our Ideas of them are inadequate. 
So that the ſhort of this is, that we have 
no true Knowledge or Comprehenfion of 
any thing; but we may underſtand Mat- 
ters of Faith, as well as we underſtand 
any thing elfe, for in Truth we under- 
ſtand nothing. - Is not this 'a method of 
true Reaſoning to make us rejet Dodrines 
of Faith, becauſe we do not comprehend 
them, and at the fame time to ſay we 
comprehend nothing 2 For T'appeal''to the 
common Sente of mankind, whether we 
can be ſaid to hogs rar that, which 
we can have no adequate 7dea'of > But 
he appeals to the Learned ; for he faith, 
That to Comprehend in all corre} Authors 
is nothing elſe but to know. Bat what is 
to know? Is it not to have adequate 1deas 
of the things we know 2 How then can 
we know, that of which we can have no 
adequate 1dea?- For if our Knowledge be 
limited to our '/deas,our Knowledge muſt 
be imperfeR and inadequate where our 
1deas are (0. - 
| ut 


” 2 
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But let us lay theſe things together: 
Whatever we can have no adequate idea 
of is above our Knowledze, and conle- 

uently above our Reaſon ; and fo all Sub- 
| wn are. above our Reaſon; and yet he 
ith, with great Confidence, That to 
Aſſent to any thing, above Reaſon, deſtroys 
Religion, aud the Nature of man, and the 
Wiſdom and goodneſs of God. How 1s it 
poſliible for the ſame man to ſay this, and 
to ſay withal,that it is very conſiſtent with 
that Nature of man,and the goodueſs and Wiſe 
dom of God, to leave us without adequate 
1deas of any Subſtance > How come the My- 
fteries of Faith to require more Knowledge 
than the Nature of Man is capable of ? 
In natural things we can have no adequate 
1deas; but the things are confeſſes to be 
above our Reaſon ; but in Divine and Spi- 
ritual things, to 4ſſent to things above our 
Reaſon is againſt the Nature of Man. 

How can theſe things conliſt ? 

But theſe are not Myſteries. Yes, what- 
ever is of that Nature that we can have 
no /dea of it, is certainly a Myſtery to us. 
For what. is more unknown than ir_ 1s 
known is a Myffery, The true Notion of 
a Myſtery being ſomething ti.at 15 hidden 
from our Knowledge. Ot which there 
may be ſeveral Kinds. For a y/tery may 
be taken for, I.50me- 
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I. Something kept ſecret; bur fully vn- 
derſtood as ſoon as it is diſcover d ; thus 
Tully in his Epiſtles ſpeaks of Myſteries ,, qc. 
which he had to tell his Friend, but he 4. 87. 
would not let his Amanuenfis know ; no <4 KS. 
doubt fuch things might be very well 
underſtood as ſoon as diſcover'd. 

2. Something kept from common 
Knowledge, although there might be 
great .Difficulties about them when dif- 
coverd. Thus 7wlly ſpeaks of Myſteries acad. 4. 
among the Philoſophers , particularly #8: 
among the Academicks, who keptup their 
Doctrine of the Criterion as a Secret, 
which, when it was known had many 
Difficulties about it. 

3- Something that Perſons were not 

admitted to know, but with great Prepa- 
ration for it. Such were the Athenian 
Myſteries which Tully mentions with Re- |. ,,, 
ſpe, although they deſerved it not : but 1. 2. c. 14 
becauſe they were not Communicated to 
any but with Difficulty, they were call- 
ed Myſteries. And this is fo obvious a 
piece of Learning, that no great Reading, 
or deep. Reaſoning is required about it. 
Only it may be obſerved, that the Word 
pyev is oppoſed to epoezy, and fo the My- 
fteries related to thole who were initiated 
_ andnot made Epopte; 4. e. to thoſe _ 
di 
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did not throughly underſtand them, al- 
though they had more knowledge of them 
than ſuch as were not znitiated. Olym- 
piodoras, in reckoning up the Degrees of 
Admiſlions, mentions the wunoes before 
emo7lcicat, So that they were properly 
Myſteries to ſuch, who knew ſomething ; 
though there were other things farther to 
be diſcover'd, but they did not yet know 
what they were, as the Epopre did. 

From hence the ancient Chriſtian Wri- 
ters did not only call the Sacraments, but 
more abſtruſe Points of Faith by thename 

ckry Of Myſteries ; fo S. Chryſoſtom calls the 
How, de Reſurreftion, a great and ineffable Myſtery. 
— T{dore Pelufiota in his Epiſtle to Lam- 
Thdor. Pe. petius faith, That S. Paul, when he ſpeaks 
luſ- * 2- of the great Myſtery of Godlimeſs, doth not 
P- 192. ah 

mean that it is wholly unknown to us, but 
that it is impoſſible toComprehend it. Theo- 
phylatt faith, it is therefore called the great 
Myſtery of Godlineſs ; becauſe although it be 
- wow revealed to all, yet the manner of it 
7s hidden from us, 9\a Tv Mug exor bh, for 

this Reaſon it is called a Myſtery. 

But this is in the way of Reading ; let 
us now come .to deep Reaſoning ; and\ſee 
how ſtrongly he argues againſt rhis'Senſe 
of 'the Word Myſteries : his Words are 
theſe ; They trifle then — and 

iſc 


over 
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diſcover a mighty ſcarcity of better Argn- Criſtian: 


ments, who defend their Myſteries, by this 
pitiful ſhift of drawing Inferences from what 
is unknown to what is known,or of infiſting up- 
on adequate Ideas ; except they will agree-as 
ſome he to call every Spire of Graſs, fitting 
and ſtanding, fiſh and fleſh to be Myſteries. 
And if out of a pertinacious or worſe hu- 
mour, they will be ſtill fooling, and call theſe 
things Myſteries, I'm willing to admit as 
many as they pleaſe in Religion, if they will 
allow me likewiſe to make mine as intebigt- 
Lle to others, as theſe are to me. 

It is eafie to gueſs whom theſe kind 
Words were intended for : And: are not 
theſe very modeſt and civil-Expreſſions 2? 
Trifling, Fooling ; out :of a: pertinactous, -or 
worſe Humour ; but why, Fooling about  My- 
ſteries, to call ſuch things by that Name, 
which are in ſome mealure known, \but 
in a greater meaſure unknown to us?-'and 
if theſe are real Myſteries in-Nature,-why 
may not the-lame term be-uted for Mat- 
ters of- Faith? 

And I think in ſo plaina Caſe,no great 
ſtore of Arguments need to be uſed. But 


in theſe natural things, he faith, "we-have p, g,, 


diſtintt Tdeas of the Properties which make 
the Nominal Eſſence, but we are abſolutely 
ignorant of the Real -Efſence,” or intrinfick 

Conſlitn- 


B72 


A Vindication of 
Conſtitution -of a thing, which is the ground 


» or ſupport of all its Properties. Are not 


then (without 7rifling aud Fooling) theſe 
Real Eſſences My/teries to them > They 
know there are ſuch by the /deas of their 
Properties, but know nothing of their 
Real Eſſence ; and yet they will not al- 
low them to be Myfteries 2 If they do 
underſtand them, why do they fay, They 
do not, nor cannot 2 And if this be true, 
let them call them what they pleaſe,they 
muſt be inexplicable Myſteries to them. So 
that all this is mere quarrelling about a 
Word, which they would fain be'rid of, 
if they knew how ; but they involve and 
perplex themſelves more by their own 
deep Reaſonings againſt the 7rifling and 
Fooling of others. 

But he ſaith, That ſome would have the 
moſt palpable abſurdities and groſs Contra- 
diftions to godown,or words that fignifie no- 
thing, becauſe men cannot comprehend the 


Eſſence of their own Souls, nor the Eſſence 


of God, and other Spiritual Subſtances. We 
utterly deny, that any Article of our Faith 
contains in it' any palpable Abſardities, 
or groſs Contradiftions (as I hope hath 
been proved already as to the DoQtrrine 
of the Trinity which is chiefly ſtruck at) 


but ſurely your deep Reaſoners may _ 
a dlt> 
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a difference between groſs Contraditions 
to our Reaſon, and'barely being above it, 
or not having any diſtin Con:eption of 
the Nature of it. And that is all that we 
aſſert, and which they grant as to all Sub- 
ſtances, | 

If this” be their way of arguing, they 
may'even return to Tranſub/tartiation a- 
gain, Without any great leſſening of their 
Underftandings. But none are (o bold 
in attacking the Myſteries of the Chriſtian 
Faith ; as the Smatterers in /deas, and 
new Terms of Philoſophy, without any 
true Underſtanding of them. For thele 
14eas are become but another fort of Cant- 
ing with ſuch men ; and they would 
reaſon as well upon Genus and Spectes, or 
upon Occult Qualitits , and Subſtantial 
Forms, bat only that they are 7erms out 
of Faſhion. 

Bur we find that the change of Terms 
doth neither improve nor alter mens 
Underſtandings ; but only their Ways of 
| ſpeaking; and ill Gameſters will not ma- 
nage their Game one jor the better, for 
having ew Cards in their hands. Hows 
_ we muſt ſee what Work they make 
OT It, Sy 
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Although we do not know the Nature of 
the Scul, yer we know as much of it, as we 
do of any thinz elſe, if not more, 1. e. we 
rcally know nothing by any adequate. 1dea 
of it, but we muſt, believe norhing, but 
what welave a clear diſtin Idea of. Is 
not rhis arare way of fixing the. Bownda- 
ries of Faith and Reaſon; As to God and his 
Attributes ,it is faid, That they are not My- 
fteries to us for want, of an adequate Idea ; 
29 net Eternity. And. in another place, 
As to God, we comprehend nothing better 
than bis Attributes. __ : 
Let vs try this, by the Aztribate pitch- 
ed on by himſelf ; viz. Eternity, Weſce 
he pretends to comprehend nothing bet- 
ter than the Divine Attributes ; and Eter- 
nity as well as any; ( which I am very 
apt to believe) but how doth he Compre- 
hend Eternity > Even by finding, That it 
cannot be Comprehended.. Is net. this Sub- 
tle and deep Reaſoning? But Reaſon he 
ſaith, performs its part in finding out the 
true eee of Things ; and if ſuch be the 
Nature of the thing, that it caunot be Com- 
prehended, then Reaſon can do no more, 
and (1 it is not above Reaſon, Was there 
ever tveh 7rifling that pretended "to Rea- 
ſon; and that aboit the higheſt Mat- 
ters, and with Scorn, and Contempt of 
bi as others 
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others whom he calls Myfterious Wits ? 
The Queſtion is, whether any thing 
ought ro be rejetedas an Article of Faith, 
becauſe we cannot comprehend it,or have 
a clear and diſtin: Perception of it : He 
conclndes it muſt be ſo, or elle we over- 
throw Religion, and the Nature of Man, 
and the Wiſdom | and Goodneſs of God. 
Here isan Eſſential Attribute of God,viz; 
his Eternity. Am I bound to believe ic 
or not? Yes, doubtleſs. But how can [ 
comprehend this Attribute of Eternity ? 
Pery eafily. How ſo? Do not you compre 
hend that it is incomprehenfible > What 
then ? Doth this reach the Nature of the 


thing, or only the- manner of 'our Con- 


ception:? If the Nathre ' of the thing be, 
that it cannot be' comprehended, then you 
rightly underſtand the-Nature f the” thing, 
and fo it is not above 'your Reaſon. Let 


the Caſe be now put as to the” Trinity x 


do you believe'the DoQrine 'of it, *as of 
Divine Revelation? No, God hath giota 
me the' Nature, and Paculties of d Man; 
and I can believe 'nothing, which Pcannot 
have”a' diſtin(t' and" clear Ifea'of + others 
wiſe Imuft have new Faculties: Will you 
hold to+this' Principle?- Thert you muſt 
believe nothing, which you cdtinbr have 4 
clear and diſtin 7dea of, Very ttue, 
UND, T » But 
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But can you have a clear and diſtin Idea 
of what you cannot comprehend 2 4 
clear Idea, is that whereof the mind hath 
a full and evident Perception. A diſtinlt 
Idea, is that whereby the mind perceives 
the difference of it from all others. Is this 
right? Yes. But can.you have a full and 
evident Perception ofa thing, ſoas to dif- 
ference it from all others, when you grant 
it to be /nucomprehenfible 2 If you have a 
full Perception of it, you comprehend its. 
Nature, and eſpecially if . you can diffe- 
rence.it from all other things ; but when 
you fay , its Nature is Incomprehenfible, 
and yer believe it, you muſt deny it to 
be neceſſary to Faith, to have a clear and 
diſtinit Idea of the thing propoſed. And 
if it be repugnant to your Faculties to re- 


je the 7rinity, becauſe you cannot have 


a clear and diſtin Idea of it, for the ſame 
Reaſon, you- muſt unavoidably rex& his 
Eternity, and all other Attributes which 
have-znfiaity joyned with them. | 

. | But we muſtſtop' here, becauſe thisad- 
mirable Undertaker hath faid, That he 
deſpairs not -of rendring Eternity, and In- 
finity as little Myſterious,as that three and 
two wake;five. And till then I take my 
leave of- -him. | | 


And 
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And fol return 'to our profeſſed 7/7- 
tarians, who in'an{wer to my Sermon fell 
upon the ſame Subjet,and it isneceſſary 
that I conſider ſo much, as'tends to the 
Clearing of it. . Immy'Sermon T had urg- 
ed this Argument 'to prove, that we may 
be bound to believe ſome things that are 
Incomprehenſible' to us, becauſe the Di- 
vine Nature, and Attributes are acknow- 
ledged to be ſo; and I had faid, 

_(t.) That there is no greater. Difficul- 
ty 1n the Conception of the Trinity, and 
Incarnation, than there is of Eternity. 
Not but that there is great Reaſon to be- 
lieve it, but from hence it appears; that 
'our Reaſon may oblige us to believefome 
things, which it is not poſſible for us to 
comprehend. + 
And what fay our n:tarians to this 2 
' They: Charge' 'my Notion of Frer- 
nr1y'( as they call'it) with a Contradi- 
tion, * © 4 1 } ODD 
{The beſt way of proceeding will-be to 
fet down my own Words;which are theſe, 
*-We know that either . God [muſt have 
*.-been for ever, or it is impoſſible he 
5 ever ſhould be, for if he ſhould come 
* into being when he was not, he' muſt 
** have ſome Cauſe of his Being, and that 
« which was the firſt ' Cauſe would be 
WIDIWDY! .T 3 66 God, 
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& God. - But if he, was ſor ever, he muſt 
«.be from himſelf, and-what Notion, .Qr 
if * Conception can we; have in our Maggs 
* CONcerning it ? 
To this ſay they,,. To fay a j ar 
Thing is from it ſelf - is a.Comradittion;; it 


- implies this Contradiftion, it was- before it 


was., And they are forry. an Eternal. God 
muſt Je a Contradition. What a falle and 
ſpitelul Inference is this 2 

Bur it had lock'd like very deep Reaſon: 
ing, it had ſaid, That God was the cauſe 
of himſelf. For, that would have im- 
plied the Contradition he had charged 
it with : but I had expreſly excluded his 
being from avy Cauſe : and the thing I 
urged was only the Impoſibility, of our 
having a clear and diſtin Conceptiqn of 
Eternity. For, if he.could have. no Cauſe, 
what could wething, of his being Eternal? 
If to be from himſelf as a Caufe, þe uncon- 
ceivable, (as I grant it is) then it proves 
whar'l deſigned that we cannot have any 
deſtin& Idea of Eternity. , But to be from 
himſelf in the Senſe Sroealy underſtood, 
is a meer Negative xpreſſion ; for no Men 
were ſuch Fools to, imagine any thing 
could be þefore jr ſelf,and in this Senſe ON- 
ly,Learned Men have told us, that it is to 


be underſtood by thoſe ancient and Modern 


Writers, 
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riters,” who have vfed that Expreſſion, Poſicvin. 
As when S; Ferom ſaith; That God is ſelf hn; " 
' Originated ; and S Auruſtin, that God  j3 vracd, 
the Cauſe of his own Wiſdom ; and KRattan 
tins \, that God made himſelf; all theſe 
and ſuch. like expreſſions are only to-be 
Negatively underſtood: 

But'I confeſs [| aimed at ſhewing, that 
it was impoſſible for us! to have any cleer 
and diftint Itea' of Fternity, and there- 
fore I took irr all poſſible ways of concei- 
ving 1t, either by Gods being from 'him- 
ſelf, or his Co-exiſting with all differen- 
ces of Time, without any ſucceſſion. in 
his own Being ; or his having a ſucceſſive 
Duration. From all which | argued: the 
Impoſſ bility. of a clear Notion of Erer- 
nity. And now. what do theſe Men do ? 
They difpute againſtione of ' thele Noti- 
ors, and very triumphantly expoſe, as 
they think, the Ab/ardities of it,; And 
what-then> Why then this\'Notion witt: not 
do. But Ifay none* willdo. 

I prove: there can/be: no ſucceſſive De- 
ration in a Being of neceſſary Exiſtetice ; 
and that it. is not. tobe: conceived, how 
without Succeſſion God thould be preſeor 
with the:Being, and nor Being, the /Pro- 
miſe and-Performance of rhe lame thing; 


and yevone- of thele ways. we muſt makes 
T 4 . uſe 
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uſeof, From whence | concluded, That 
all we can attain t0i5,g ſull SatsfaRionof 
our Reaſon concerning God's Eternity, 
alchoupgh we- can form no diſtin Con- 
ception of it in our Minds But when 
theſe Men inſtead of antwering the Argu- 
ment from all the Notions: of 'Eternity, 
onely diſpute againſt one Notion of it, they 
apparently ſhew; the weakneſs of theig 
Cauſe, if it will bear no other Defences, 
but ſuch as this. For I rake: it, that the 
main D:bate in point of Reaſon depends 
upon this, whether we can be certain of 
the Being of a Tinng,of which we can have 
zo clear and diſtinit Idea ? It we may,then 
it can be no Objection in point of Revela- 
tion;that we can have no clear-:and diſtin 
1dea of the Matter revealed;ſfince there can 
be no Reaſon to tie us up ſtrifter in Point 
of Revelation, -than we are without it. 
If we can be certain in Reafqn-of many 
things, we can have no ſuch Zdeas of, 
what imaginable Reaſon can: there be, 
thar a point oft Faith ſhould be: rejected 
on that account ? | ! 

2. I urged:another Attribute-of God, 
viz, his Spirituality, for the fame Reaſon ; 
viz..that we arefatisfied in point:af Reaſon 
that God myſt be a Spirit ; and-yet we 
cannot have a clear diftint poſitive No- 
tion of a Spirit. © And 
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_ And what anſwerdo theyogive to this? 
As wile as the former. Why. truly, 7 
bad no cauſe to objeft. this againſs thew,. be+ 
cauſe they own the Spirituality of God's Na- 
t##re, and none ſince Biddle bave denied it. 

Very well | but doth *my argument 
proceed upon that. or upon the not - ha- 
ving a diſtin and-clear Idea of a Spirit? 
It was hardly - poſſible, for men {o.to mi- 
ſtake my meaning, unleſs they. did. it, -be- 
cauſe they had no other anſwer 'to give. 

3- | argued from God's Preſczence , 
which I do expreſly aſſert, and prove that 
they cannot have a diſtin Notion of it, 
nay that Socinus denied it, becauſe he could 
not underſtand it. 

But here they tell me, 7 cannot defend 
our Doftrine againſt theirs without finding 
Contradictions jn God's Eternity and Fore- 
knowledge. If this be the Ingenuity and 
Joſtice - and Charity of the Uritarians ; 
commend me to the . honeſt-bearted Deiſts, 
if there be any ſuch, as they. afſure us 
there are. One had better. be charged 
with Trifling and: Fooling with Myſteries, 
than with undermining che; main founda- 
. tions of Religion, by chargiog.them with 
Contradictions, , ns 

But nothing could be farther.from my 
Thoughts, than any thing tending that 

way, 
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tain'Caiſe to make them -future. No- 
thing like it.' For the -queſtion - is not, 
Whether a thing be neceſſary becauſe God 
foreſees it as certain, (-as they ſuppoſe.) 
But how of a thing ' merely pA bleit 
comes to be certain without a certain Canſe; 
and how a thing which hath no cer2azn 
Cauſe can be certainly foreknown, and 
what clear-and diſtin Notion we can 
have of this in our Minds. If they had 
anſwer d this, they had-ſaid ſomething to 
the purpoſe.: \To reſolve all into God's in- 
finite Wiſdom' is a good anſwer from us, 
but not from them. © For we think- it our 
Duty to fatisfie our ſelves with what God 
hath - revealed, without prying 1nto' the 
manner of things above our Comprehen- 
fion; but theſe Men: who-will receive no- 
thing but what they have- clear and di- 
ftintt Ideas of, ought to'ſhew the man- 
ner of this, or elſe we muſt be excuſed on 
the ſame reaſon, if we allow the manner 
of the djvine Subjiſtences in the ſame Ef- 
ſence to be above our Comprehenſion. 


41 
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4. I ſhew'd how unreaſonable their de- 
mands.were, when the Nature of God-is 
owned to be incomprehenfible, and his Fer- 
feftions infinite. | 313. 31 
' And now of a ſudden they are' quite 
turned. about ; for before they were oq- 
ly for fencing and warding off Blows bur 
at laſtithey come tothe. point, -avd own 
the being -of God to be. .comprehen/:ble by 
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them; and that they have clear and diſtin 


Ideas of God's infinite Attributes,.- This is 
indeed to.the purpoſe, if they can make 
_ theſe things our. But Fencers have ma- 
.ny tricks, and | wiſh we find none; here. 
I had faid, & That in conſcquence. ro.the 
** Aſſertion, that nothing is to be believ'd, 
© but what may be comprehended, the 
* very. Being of God; muſt be. rejected 
* too, becaule his Being is incomprehen- 
* fable, and ſo they muſt reject one Gad 
** well as three Perſons. ae 

_ Fo this they reply, That to comprebend 
the Being or Exiſtence of God, is only this, 
to comprehend that God is, and if. me;cannot 
. comprehend that, all Religion ceaſes,) Is 
not this. a fine turn ? What Ifaid of Gad 


P, 7. 


as to the Perfetions; of his Nature, they 


will have, it underſtood of his bare Ex- 
iſtence,, which | do got. mention... When 
Gog:is fajd:to be aniucomprehenſthile Being, 


who 
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who before them did underſtand the mean- 
ning to be, That we cannot comprehend that 
there is a God : This is not mere trifling, 
for it looks like ſomething worſe ; and 
yet they preſently after ſay, Zhat to com- 
prehend a thing is to have a clear adequate 
Conception of it. And will they pretend 
to have ſuch a one of the divine Effence, 
when they confels but a little before, 


That we converſe every day with wery ma- 


wy things, none of which we comprehend, 
and that I might have ſpared 'my pains in 
proving i: 2 But what can be the mean- 
ing of theſe ſayings, They cannot compre- 
hend the common Natures of things, nor 
have a clear and diſtinit Idea of them, 
but they can comprehend an infinite Being, 
whom all Mankind own to be 2ncompre- 

ble. But as to divine Attribires, they | 
fay, They have clear, diſtinft and atlequate 
Conceptions of them ; and inſtancein- Frer- 
ity, Power, Wiſdom and Juſtice. ' We do 


.not deny' that in ſach Attributes which 


we apply to God, becauſe we find them 


' to be Perfettions in us, we have = diſtin 


and clear Perception of them, as they-are 
conſider'd in themſelves, for that is the 
realon' why we attribute them to God. 
But for ſuch as peculiarly belong to 
God as Fterwity doth ; and: for the de 

gr ces 
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orees of other Attributes as they belong 
to him, as they are finite, lo they are 
above our + Comprehenfion.' ( 1. ) As to 
Eternity, fay they, it is a clear and di- 
ftint Notion of Eternity, to ſay, it isa du- 
ration without beginning and without. end. 
Bat we can have no clear and diſtin? 
Notion of Duration, when applied toa Be- 
ing that hath zeceſſary, Exiſtence. | For 
Duration, they ſay, conſiſts in a Succeſſion. 
And what Succeſſion can there be in: a Be- 
ing which always is the ſame, if there 
were nodiflerence of times, i.e. God was 
the ſame Being before 'time was, and is 
the very ſame Being / under all the diffe- 
rences of . times ; he hath not any. other 
Duration now than he -had before, and 
what Succeſſion could. there be where 
there was no time ? But we make ſe of 


| Duration with reſpedt to things done in 


time, and for the help of our underſtand- 
ings apply the meaſure of time to divine 
Acts. But in a veceſfary Exiſtence, there 
can be no.paſt, preſent , or to come; and 
in a ſucceſſive Duration , there muſt be 
conceived | a longer '\continuance from 
time to time; which'is repugnant tothe 
Notion of a Being, which always is. - S0 
that,if we cannot conceive Eternity with- 
out Daration, nor Dixration Without ;Swc- 


ceſhon; 
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ceſſion ; tor can apply Succeſſion to 2 Being 
which hath neceſſary Exiſtence, then we' 
can have no clear and diſtinit Notion of 
God's Eternity.” (2) As to the Infinite- 
neſs of God's PerfeAtions, they fay, That 
although the Mind be in it ſelf finite, yet it 
hath an infinite Comprehenfon, for what is 
finitewith reſpett to its Extenſion of parts 
may be infinite in other reſpeds, 'and with 
refpett to ſome of its Powers. But how 
doth-it appear that we have any Power 
to comprehend what is z#»finite 2- All the 


Power we have extends only to adding- 


and. enlarging our Tdeas withiout bounds, 
42. we can purnoſtop toour apprehen- 
fions, bur ſtill they may go farther than 
we can poſſibly think, bar is this an 2- 
finite Comprehenſion 2 So far from-it, that 
this ſhews our Capacitics to be' finite, be- 
cauſe our /deas-cannot go lo far as our 
Reaſon. For our Reaſon tells us, we 
can never go (0 far, but we may ſtill'go 
farther : but it'is impoſſible for 'our nn- 
derſtanding to have 4/tintt  7dens of the 
infioite moments in an eternal: Succeſli-: 
on of the urmoſt Bounds ot- Immienſiry, 
or of ' the extent of infinire-Power and 
Knowledge, fince the very Notion of '»- 


fnite implies, that we-can fet-no bounds 


to'our thoughts; and theretore — 
3's, | 
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the Infinity of the divine, Attributes: be 
evident, to our Reaſon, yet it is likewiſe 
evident to our. Rcaton, that . what is a»fi- 
nite muſt be above our Comprehenſion, 


II. 1 come now, to the: laſt; enquiry 
which is that if we allow things above 
our Reaſon, what ſtop can be put to.any 
ablurd DoQtrine, which we may be requt 
red to believe ?. ... Jes 

And this js that which our Unztariaxs 
object 1n all their late Pamphlets. ., In an» 
ſwer to my Sermon they ſay,That on our 
principles, our Reaſeu would be in vain, and _ —> 
all Science and Certainty would be.deſtroy'd, 'nſh:p, we. 
which they r<pear_ ſeveral times. AndP: + 
from hence they do fo frequently infiſton p, ,..: 
os Parallel of Wy the Doctrine of the P. 67. 

riuity and Tranſub/tantiation ; They ay, 
That all the defence we have made = =” res 
will ſerve for the other, or any other abſurd 
and impoſſible Doitrine. That what we ſay, | 
will equally ſerve all the Nouſeuſe, and int dere 
poſſible Dottrines that are te be found among piicarn, 
Men; and they particularly inſtaxce in,Tran- "1 oy On, 
 ſubPantiation. 1 need mention no. more. * © 
But I did not expect to have found this 
Parallel fo often inuſted opon, without. 
an anſwer totwo Dialogues purpoſely wrir- 
ten on that Subject, at a time whe!l the 
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DoQtrine of the Trinity was uſed as an ar- 
gument to bring in 7ranſub/tantiation, as 
that is now alledged for caſting off the 
other. 43, 

But I muſt do them that right to tell 
the World, that at that time a Socinian 
Anſwer was written to thoſe Dialogues, 
which I faw, and wiſh'd it might be Prin- 
ted, that the World might be ſatisfied 
about itand them. But they thought fit 
to forbear ; and in all/ their late Pam- 
phlets where this Para/el is fo often re- 
peated, there is but once, that can find, 
any notice taken of thoſe Dzalogues, and 
that in a very ſuperficial manner. For 
the main Deſign and Scope of them is paſt 
over, and only one particular mention'd, 
which ſhall-be anſwer'd in its due order. 

| But in anſwer to the peneral Enquiry, 
I ſhall endeavour to ſtate the due Bounds 
between Faith and Reaſon, and thereby, 
to ſhew, that by thoſe grounds on which 
we receive the Dofrine of the 7rintty, 
we do not give way to the Entertainment 
of any abſurd Opinion, nur overthrow 
the Certainty of Reaſon | 

1. We have no difference with them 
about the Z//e of our Reaſon as to the Cer- 
Tuimty of a Revelation. For in this cite, 
weEare 2s much as they for ſearching 

into 
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into the grounds: of "our Faith'; for we 


look on it as a reaſonable At of our Minds, 


and if we did not allow this, we muſt de- 
clare our ſelves to believe without grounds. 
And if we'have grounds for our Faith, 
we'can expreſs them in Words that are 
intelligible; and if we can give an ac- 
count of our Faith in an intel!;gible-man- 
ner, and with a deſign to give others ſa- 
tisfaQtion about it, 1 think this is making 
uſe of our Reaſon in matters of Faith. 

2. We have no difference with them 
about- the «ſe of our Reaſon, as to the true 
Senſe of Revelation. We never ſay, that 
Men are bound to believe upon the bare 
ſound of Words without examining the 
Senſe of them. We allow all the belt and 
moſt reaſonable ways of attaining ro it, 
by Copies, Languages, Verſions, 'com- 
paring of"Places, and eſpecially the Sexſe 
of the Chriſtian Church in the beſt and pu- 
reſt Ages, neareſt the Apoſlolical Times 
and':expreſsd in fokemn and publick Ads. 


By theſe Rules of Reaſon we are willing 


to proceed, and not by any late and un- 
certain methods of interpreting Scripture. 
3. Wedifter not with them about the 
right uſe of the Faculties which God hath 
given us, of right Underſtanding ſuch 
matters as are offer'd to our Aſſent.. For 
U it 
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It 15 to nopurpole to require them to be- 
lieve,. whocannor ule the Faculties which: 
are neceſlary in order to 1t. Which woald, 
be like giving the Benefit of the Clergy 
to a Man with a Catarait in both 'his 
Eyes. And it would be very unreaſona- 
ble to put his Life upon that Ilge,, whe-: 
ther he could read or.not, becauſerhe had 
the ſame Organs of Seeing that other Men 
had ;- for in this caſe the whole matter de- 
pended not on the. Orgay but the. je of 
it: This nceds no Application. - 

4. We difler not:with them about re+ 
jeding ſome Matters propoſed to our Be-. 
lief, which are contradifory to the: Prin- 
ciples of Senſe and Reaſon, It is no great 
argument of ſore Meng Reaſon; what- 
ever they. pretend to talk againſt - admit» 
ting ſeeming, Contradittions in Religion;; 
ſor who; can hinder -/eeming Contradidli- 
ons 2 Which ariſe. from the ſhallowneſs 
of Mens;Capacities, and not from the re- 
pugnancy of Things: and who.can-þelp. 
Mens Underſtandings? But where-thtre 
is evident proof of a Contradsdtion.to'the 
Principles of Senſe and»Reafon ; we are:ve- 
ry tar from owninganyAuch thing! to be 
an Article of Faith, as in the caſe of Tran 


{ubſtantiation. Which we. reje, notron- 


ly,,as haying-no loundation. in Seriptore, 
; but 
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- but as repugnant to. the common, Princi- 
ples of Senſe and Reaſon; as 1s,mads, to, 
appear in the two Dialogxes before-me 
tion'd.”: +. my +3; bn a bv 

But our 7nitarians find fault with; the. 
Author of them, for laying the force of 
his argument upon this, 7hat 2bere are a 
great many more Texts for the Trinity; than prom 
are pretended for Tranſubſtantiation ; where- plicatimby 
as many other arguments are infiſted on, 2r. W. z. 
and particularly the great Abſardity of it ** 
in point of Reaſon, Dial. 2.trom p. 33. to 
| the end. And it is not the bare »umber 
of Texts, which he relies upon, but up- 
on the greater Evidence and Clearneſs of 
the Texts on one ſide than on the other, 
which depends upon figurative Words, 
not capable of a literal Senſe without o- 
verthrowing the DoQrine deſigned to be 
proved by*it. See with what Ingenuity 
theſe Men treat the Defenders of the 7r- 
zity, and the Enemies to 7ranſub/tantia- 
tion, which they call only a Philoſophical Avſwer to 
Error or Folly ; but the Doctrine of the © — i 
Trinity is charged with Nonſenſe, Contra. 
diition, and Impoſſibilities. 

But wherein then lies the difference in 
point of Reaſon? For thus far I have ſhew'd, 
that we are far from overthrowing Reaſon, 
or giving way to any abſurd Doftrines. 

Ir 
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It comes at laſt to the point already treat- 
ed of in'this Chapter, how far we may 
be obliged to believe a DoQtrine which 
carries in. it ſomething above our Reaſon ; 
or of which we cannot have any clear and 
diftinft Tdeas. And of this I hope I have_ 
given a ſufficient Account in the forego- 
ing Diſcourſe. 


| 
| 


